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STANFORD’S LIBRARY MAPS. 
NEW AND REVISED EDITIONS, REDUCED IN PRICE. 





The Publisher begs to announce the issue of New and Revised Editions of these fine 
Gentlemen, 


Maps, which have hitherto held the first place as Maps for the Libraries of 
Pothe S Mape t Tags at ° cameagie etal to bring th to date, and the cost 
e ve ergone a ion em. 
of production having been considerably reduced by the use of sow machine, it has been 
decided to make a substantial reduction in the prices at w! eh lam been sold 
to the Public, in the hope of extending their circulation and " 
The Maps of which New Editions are now ready, are :— 
EUROPE. Scale, 50 miles to 1 in. | Somes, Scale, 94 miles to 1 in. 
ASIA. Scale, 110 miles to 1 in. NORTH ‘AMERICA. Scale, 83 miles to 1 in. 
SOUTH AMERICA. Scale, 83 miles to 1 in. 


The Prices of each of these Maps will in future be as follows :— 
Four Sxezts, Cotovurep, 35s. | Hocwrep TO FOLD 1n Morocco Case, 60s. 
Mountep on RoLiers anp VARNISHED, 45s. | Mountep on Sprina Rouiers, 
Size of each Map, 58 by 65 in. 


For particulars of the other Maps in Stanford’s Library Series see Complete Catalogue 
of Maps, &c., 200 pp., sent post-free for 3d. 





London: EDWARD STANFORD, 26 & 27, Cockspur-street, S.W. 
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AUTHORIZED CAPITAL, /£1,000,000 
(With power to increase). 
SUBSCRIBED, /500,000. PAID-UP, £250,000. 
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HEAD OFFICE: 15, NICHOLAS LANE, LONDON, E.C. 





Bankers : 

BANK OF ENGLAND. MARTIN’S BANK Lp. 
COMMERCIAL BANK OF SCOTLAND, LIMITED. LONDON ayn BRANCHES. 
Branches at Buenos Ayres and Monte Video. 

its received at the London Office for fixed periods, at rates of interest to be 
ascertained on application. 
The present rates are 4} 7 cent. for one ~~ 5 cent. for two or three years. 
Letters of Credit, Bills of Ex , and Cable ers issued. 
Bills payable in the Argentine ublic negotiated, advanced upon, or sent for 


collection. 
EDWARD ARTHUR, Manager. 
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CURRENT TOPICS. 
Dvrine THE present sittings no actions with juries will be 
tried in the Queen’s Bench Division after the 20th inst. 











On Tvespay, the 14th inst., Court of Ap No. 2 will re- 
sume the hearing of chancery final ap L 
Court of Appeal No. 1 will hear iralty appeals wi 
assessors. There are now about forty cases in the list of each 
division. 





On Four pays last week Mr. Justice Romer’s list broke down, 
there not being a sufficient number of effective cases in the 

per. A considerable waste of time was thereby occasioned, 

ut it is by no means certain that blame can attach to any 
individual. The difficulty in settling the paper for the following 
day is caused by the apprehension, on the one hand, that 
enough work he bande ——- to ee the day, and, = 
the other hand, if the list is lengthy, that many persons may 
brought to the court unnecessarily. It is sue & amare Be the 
incident should have occurred four times in a week in one 
court. 





THE MONTHLY List of the register of sales, purchases, and 
mortgages published by the Incorporated Law Society has been 
much diminished in size, in consequence of the adoption of a 
suggestion, made long ago in this journal, that the division of 
the register into columns, except in the case of money for 
investment, occasioned great loss of space and . We 
believe that the list is now only half the size it has hitherto 
been. Another very convenient alteration is that the registry is 
now accommodated on the ground floor, which will save much 
of the time spent in roaming about corridors in search of it. 





Our READERS would observe that upon the recent inquiry 
sees Os Soy Cee ee to the claim of London to 
ave a teaching university, wi e power of conferring degrees, 
the Incorporated Law iety were represented by counsel ; 
their object being to urge that, in case a of law oar 
jurisprudence should be established, they should be represented 
on the senate of the proposed university, and also to protect the 
rights and privileges of the society with regard to the teaching 
and examination of persons seeking to become solicitors. 

claim of the society for representation on the senate rests upon 
the fact that since 1836 it has practically had the conduct of the 
examinations required to be passed by solicitors, together with 





WILLIAM WILLIAMS, Eag. 


the custody of the roll of solicitors, and the right to grant annual 
37 









4] 
; 
t 
¢ 


et or 


Pe eee iy 


tee a pepe © 


anid tegietingpicm sh ei Mick 







602 THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 


pon 


July 11, 189%. 








certificates to practise. The society made a representation to 
the Privy Council, in which they urged that an opportunity 
should be afforded to them of stating their views on these 
subjects, not with any desire to oppose or impede any well- 
devised scheme for improving higher education in London, but 
for the purpose of p ing their rights and interests as repre- 
senting the solicitor branch of the legal rofession. We are not as 
yet in a position to state whether the Incorporated Law Society 
will obtain the recognition they seek; but it seems probable 
that a faculty of law will be included in the charter, and in 
that event we have no doubt that the Incorporated Law Society 
will be represented on the senate. None of the four inns of 
court was represented at the hearing. 





THe vecision or the Court of Appeal in Dashwood v. 
Magniac (reported elsewhere) practically affirms the prin- 
ciple established by Jesset, M.R., in Honywood v. Honywood 
CL. R. 18 Eq. 306). In the latter case it was held that, 
ya a tenant for life impeachable for waste was not 
allowed to cut timber, yet an exception existed with regard 
to timber estates—that is, estates cultivated merely for the 
produce of saleable timber, and where the timber was cut 
periodically. ‘‘In these cases,” said Sir Gzorcz Jesszx, “ the 
same kind of cultivation may be carried on by the tenant for 
life that has been carried on by the settlor on the estate, 
and the timber so cut down periodically in due course is 
looked upon as the annual profits of the estate, and, there- 
fore, goes to the tenant for life.” This was admitted to 
be a rule established principally by modern authorities in 
favour of the owners of timber estates, but it is so obvi- 
ously in accordance with common sense that it would have been 
a pity if the Court of Appeal had found it necessary upon 
0 | merely technical grounds to interfere with it. LinpLey, 

», by the method of treatment which he adopted, incurred 
a danger of doing this. Possibly his judgment does not 
materially differ from that of the late Master of the Rolls, but 
in asking for strict proof of the existence of a custom to cut 
beech, he laid himself open to the retort of Kay, L.J., that a 
custom must be immemorial, and it was admitted that the 
custom in question did not possess this quality. The principle 
laid down in Honywood v. Honywood was more readily adopted 
by Bowes, L.J., who, from the general position of the tenant 
for life as the usufructuary of the estate, argued that he was 
entitled to whatever was in fact included in the income. This, 
indeed, is just what Sir Gzorcz Jesszx held, and his judgment 
= — be found to contain the most convenient statement of 

Ww. 





THE custom of reserving ps pn is, we understand, be- 
coming, especially with some ju @ common one. It seems 
to us that much valuable time might be saved to the public if 
such judgments, when written, instead of being out in 
open court, were delivered to the litigants for their perusal, and, 
course, to reporters for publication. It would still be neces- 
sary to appoint a time for deciding any question incidental to 
u but, instead of this being ed by a rapid 
and partially inaudible reading of the judgment, counsel and 
their solicitors would come red, being provided with copies 
of the judgment, which would be taken as read. Under the 
present system it sometimes requires the most strained attention 
to follow what is generally an elaborately-worded opinion of the 
law. Every judge is not a perfect master of elocution, and, 
moreover, appreciating the fact that time is valuable, he is apt 
to hurry over the reading, and, with his head bent over the 
document, to deliver himself of the conclusion at which he has 
with the least possible delay and in utter defiance of all 

of punctuation. Besides, the cautiously-worded docu- 
is often so framed that the excited suitors are kept 
dark as to which side the judge will favour until 
even the most sagacious are sometimes sur- 
; result is announced. The system, therefore, 
objectionable, not only as a waste of public time, but as 
an unnecessary strain upon the litigants and their 
also often in suspense as to their 
longer than need be by the that a reserved judgment 
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is generally ready before it can conveniently be delivered in 
open court. As an example of the existing system we may 
mention that on Wednesday last the two Courts of Appeal were 
prevented from commencing their usual lists until after twelve 
o’clock. In Court of Appeal No. 2 reserved judgments were being 
delivered by Lords Justices Liypiey, Bowen, and Kay in the 
case of Dashwood v. Magniac. Oourt of Appeal No. 1 was to be 
composed of the Lord Chief Justice and Lords Justices BowEn 
and Kay, and could not, therefore, sit until the judgments in 
question had been disposed of. After the delivery of the judg- 
ments Court of Appeal No. 2 was to be composed of Lords 
Justices Lovptey, Fry, and Lopes. The result was that the 
services of the Lord Chief Justice and Lords Justices Fry and 
Lopes were suspended during the period taken for disposing 
of the judgments, which, being somewhat elaborate, took 
nearly an hour and a half to read. After all a question arose 
upon the judgments which had to be postponed for mention on 
a later day, whereas, if opportunity for a previous perusal of 
the judgments had been given, it might probably have been 


disposed of there and then. 





In THE RECENT case of How v. London and North- Western Railway 
Co. (reported elsewhere) the important question of whether an ap- 
peal will lie from the order of a county court judge, upon an appli- 
cation for a new trial, which has so often been discussed in these 
columns, was again raised. In the case under discussion the sole 
ground of appeal was that the county court judge had wrongly set 
aside the verdict of a jury as being against the weight of evi- 
dence and had directed a new trial. The court (Cave and 
Cuarzes, JJ.), in a considered judgment delivered by Cavez, J., 
whilst dismissing the appeal with costs, upon the ground that 
there was no power to review a determination of a county court 
judge upon a mere question of fact, held that an appeal does 
now lie from an order made by him granting, but not refusing, 
a new trial, where the point involved is one of law. Without 
examining, in detail, the various reasons given by the court for 
this decision, it may be mentioned that reliance was placed upon 
the language of the County Courts Act, 1888, on the subject of 
appeals, and upon the following cases—namely, Dinger v. 
Mathews (88 L. T. 139), Carruthers v. Fisher (not reported), and 
Murtagh v. Barry (24 Q. B. D. 632). It is, however, to be 
noticed that the above decision does not deal specifically with 
the objection that an order upon an application for a new trial 
is interlocutory and not final, and therefore incapable of being re- 
viewed, even under section 120 of the County Courts Act, 1888, 
which now governs the right of appeal. Nor does it expressly 
consider whether a county court judge possesses an unfettered 
discretion with regard to all applications to him for new trials, 
with which the High Court cannot interfere, though the opinion 
is certainly expressed that there is no right of appeal against an 
order made by him refusing a new trial. It is submitted that the 
decision in question distinctly overrules the case of Murtagh v. 
Barry (ubi supra), where the court (Lord Corzximes, O.J., and 
Maruew, J.) held (and as we have ventured to suggest errone- 
ously, 34 Soxicrrors’ Journnat, 449, 471) that an appeal does 
lie from an order of a county court judge granting a new trial 
upon the ground that the verdict was against the weight of the 
evidence, and also conflicts with the decision given by the Pro- 
bate Division in The Cashmere (38 W. R. 623, 15 P. D. 121), to 
which the attention of the court does not appear to have been 
called. As leave to appeal to the Court of Appeal was given it 
is to be hoped that the important question involved, together 
with the various decisions already pronounced upon it, will, ere 
long, be satisfactorily disposed of. 





TE construction or the provision in section™4 (1) (4) of the 
Bankruptcy Act, 1883, has frequently lexed the courts. 
ing to this a debtor commits an act of bankruptcy when 

he gives notice to any of his creditors that he has suspended, or 
is about to suspend, payment of his debts. If the notice were 
always a formal statement to this effect, there would be no 
difficulty but, inasmuch as it may be collected from documents 
issued for other purposes, it is impossible to avoid a considerable 
element of uncertainty. This is shown by the case of Re Crook 
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(24 Q. B. D. 320), in which the Court of Appeal, after laying 
down the rule which ought to guide the court, ended by differing 
as to its application. There, as in previous cases, the debtor 
had sent round a circular to his creditors intimating that he 
desired to make an arrangement with them, and it was 
said that, for this to constitute an act of bankruptcy, 
it must amount to a notice from which an ordinary busi- 
ness man would understand that, if the creditors would 
not accept less than was due to them, the debtor 
would have no alternative but to suspend payment. The 
majority of the court held that such was, in fact, the true 
meaning of the circular, and consequently an act of bankruptcy 
had been committed; and the decision has been affirmed this 
week by the House of Lords. But the difficulty of the matter is 
again illustrated by the case of Re Entwistle before Cave and 
Crarves, JJ. Here two circulars were in question. The first 
stated expressly that the debtor was solvent and intended to pay 
all claims in full, but he would require time in order to realize 
his assets. This could hardly be treated as a notice that he was 
going to suspend payment. Indeed, the object of the intimation 
was that an arrangement might be made by which suspension 
would be avoided. But the next circular, a week later, adopted 
a different tone. In the interval, so it stated, a meeting of 
creditors had been held, and a composition of seven shillings and 
sixpence in the pound accepted. An annexed account showed 
liabilities £1,600, and assets £680. Nothing was said as to 
what would happen if the arrangement fell through, but an 
ordinary business man might fairly conclude that the debtor had 
now made up his mind to suspend payment. Accordingly the 
court declined to interfere with the judgment of the county 
court judge, who had held that an act of bankruptcy had been 
committed. The difficulty, of course, arises from the fact that 
any notice is sufficient from which the creditors may, with 
reasonable certainty, infer that the debtor is about to suspend 
payment, and this reasonable inference is often a very debatable 
matter. 





Tue Zimes of Thursday states that ‘in several boroughs and 
counties the magistrates have instructed the police to prepare 
reports as to the general character and conduct of each licensed 
victualler”’ in their licensing district, ‘‘ with the expressed in- 
tention of selecting for suppression those houses which are un- 
favourably reported upon’’; that “it is not proposed that these 
reports shall be sworn ones, or that their contents shall neces- 
sarily be made known to the publicans concerned,” and that a 
statement ‘‘embodying the facts of the case” has been sub- 
mitted to Lord Bramwext, who has expressed in writing, and 
fully authorizes the publication of, the opinion that ‘‘ whatever 
fact, information, or evidence an English tribunal acts upon, or 
has for its consideration, should be on oath, and made known to 
the party affected by it.” It was hardly necessary to promul- 
gate this opinion, looking to the specific requirements of section 
42 of the Licensing Act, 1872, in relation to procedure at re- 
newals. By sub-section 2 of that section the licensing justices 
“shall not entertain any objection to the renewal” of a licence, 
‘or take any evidence with respect to the renewal thereof unless 
written notice of an intention to oppose the renewal of such 
licence has been served on the holder,” which notice must, by 
section 26 of the Licensing Act, 1874, state in general terms the 
grounds on which tho renewal of the licence is to be opposed. 
And by sub-section 3 of section 42 of the Act of 1872 “ the jus- 
tices shall not receive any evidence with respect to the renewal ” 
of a licence “which is not given on oath.” This enactment 
would, no doubt, render it necessary for any of the licensing jus- 
tices themselves, if giving evidence as to the undesirability of 
seyp the licence of a particular house, to give such evidence 
on oath, 








On the 3rd inst. the following Bills received the Royal assent :—Con- 
solidated Fund (No, 2), Customs and Inland Revenue, Savings Banks, 
Museums and Gymnasiums, Reformatory and Industrial School (Children), 
Herring Branding (Northumberland), Elementary Education Provisional 
Orders ‘Confirmation (West Ham), London (Boundary-street, Bethnal- 
Breen) Provisional Order, Thames Valley Drainage Provisional Order, 
Latimer-road and Acton Railway (Extension of Time), Thame: Deep 
Water Dock, London Overhead Wires, and London Sky Signs. 





THE MIDDLESEX REGISTRY BILL. 


Tue Bill which has been introduced by the Lord Chancellor 
under the title of the Land Registry (Middlesex Deeds) Bill re- 
vives a project of reform which has been slumbering for some 
six years. The first step was taken by the Middlesex Registry 
Act, 1891, which received the Royal y hand on the 11th of May 
last, and which transferred the powers of the Middlesex regis- 
trars to the Registrar of the Land Registry . The present Bill 
completes the change by transferring the registry itself. Under 
clause 1 the Middlesex Registry is to be transferred to the Land 
Registry established under the Land Transfer Act, 1875, and is 
to form part of that office and to be conducted by the registrar 
of that office accordingly. And, by clause 3, all land, registers, 
books, papers, and effects held or used for the purposes of the 
Middlesex Registry are to vest in Her Majesty for the public 
service. 

The most important matter, of course, is the manner in which 
the registration of deeds is to be conducted in future. In the 
first place the second schedule shews that the greater part of the 
Middlesex Registry Act, 1708, is to be repealed. It may be said 
that only the sections which lay down its governing principles 
are retained, while all the details are subjected to alteration. 
Thus, under sections 1, 8, 9, 10, and 15, memorials of deeds and 
wills are still to be registered, and persons forging entries of 
memorials will be liable to punishment. But sections 5, 6, and 
7, which prescribe the contents of memorials and the manner of 
registration, are repealed. So, inter alia, are section 11, regu- 
lating the fee to be taken for entries, section 16, as to entry of 
satisfaction of mortgages, section 17, excluding from the Act 
copyhold estates and leases with actual possession not exceeding 
twenty-one years (has the effect of this repeal been considered 2), 
and section 19, requiring the registrar to enter memorials ef 
judgments. Clauses 6 and 7 of the Bill provide that the dis- 
charge of a mortgage is only to be denoted by registering a 
memorial of the instrument of discharge, and that no memorial 
of a judgment need in future be registered. The latter pro- 
vision is, of course, right, as the ordinary registration of judg- 
ments is sufficient. But it seems to be a mistake to abolish the 
note of satisfaction of a mortgage. 

But the chief changes introduced by the Bill are contained in 
clauses 2 and 5. Clause 2 consists of three sub-clauses. The 
second of these applies to the Middlesex Registry Act, 1708, the 
power of making rules conferred upon the Lord Chancellor by 
sections 111 and 112 of the Land er Act of 1875. Sec- 
tion 111 relates generally to the keeping of the register, and 
section 112 to the amount of fees to be taken, but the provision 
that these may depend on the value of the land is expressly ex- 
cluded. Thus the uniformity of fees established by Munton v. 
Lord Truro (35 W. R. 138, 17 Q. B. D. 783) is to be maintained. 
Sub-clause (3) incorporates any rules so made into the Act of 
1708, and sub-clause (1) provides that, subject to such rules, 
those contained in the first schedule are to be observed. Thus 
we have to deal with this schedule and with clause 5. Generally 
they refer (1) to the mode and effect of registration, and (2) to 
the keeping of the indexes. 

(1) The mode and effect of registration.—Rule 4 of the schedule 
leaves it to the registrar to prescribe the form and contents of 
memorials, and rule 5 provides that the filing of the memorial 
shall constitute the registration without any necessity for copy- 
ing it into a book. These provisions ought to enable the 
registrar to make the work of registration a very simple matter. 
But clause 5 carries the same policy further. It will still be 
necessary for the memorial to be verified by oath (sub-clause 
(3) ), but the office will have nothing to do with its accuracy. 
For this the person on whose behalf it is left for registration is 
to be responsible, and the registration is only to be effectual so 
far as the memorial is substantially correct (sub-clause (1) ). 
Moreover, the officials will no longer indorse on the instrument 
a certificate of registration. The place of this will be takea by 
a notice in a prescribed form to be indorsed on the instrument 
by the person leaving the memorial, and to be signed by an 
officer of the Registry. When so signed it is to evidence 
that a memorial purporting to relate to the instrument has been 
registered pee nessa (2)). Suhb-clause (4) provides that, in 





the event of an inaccuracy in the momorial, any person injured 
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by it may have a memorandum of inaccuracy indorsed on the 
memorial. Under these provisions the business of the registry 
is reduced to filing the memorials as they are presented and 
compiling suitable indexes. 

(2) The indexes.—On this point we are glad to see that the 
schedule introduces a reform which has long been called for. 
This is, the division of the county into districts, with separate 
indexes for each district, and also the use of the ordnance 
survey to facilitate reference. Rule (1) provides that the county 
of Middlesex, as existing for the purpose of the registration of 
deeds, shall be divided into districts for registration purposes, 
and that these districts shall be, as far as practicable, the par- 
liamentary boroughs and county divisions as defined by the 
Redistribution of Seats Act, 1885. These districts are to be 
marked on the 6-inch ordnance map, and every memorial is to 
state the district and the number of the sheet of the ordnance 
map in which the property is situated. To facilitate this, 
maps of the district are to be prepared shewing the sheets of the 
ordnance survey which they include. These arrangements 
having been made, it is provided by rule (3) that a separate 
index is to be kept for each district, and rule (7) gives the 
registrar Fag to determine the mode in which this is to be 
done, and the particulars to be entered. These indexes will 
include only memorials filed after the commencement of the Act. 
As to memorials entered previously, the registrar is empowered 
by rule (8) to form a consolidated index from the present lexico- 
graphical index, to cover such period as he may think advisable. 

Finally, rule (9) abolishes the necessity for registration at all 
under the Middlesex Registry Acts when the instrument which 
would ordinarily be registered confers a title to apply for regis- 
tration with essory title under the Land Transfer Act, 1875, 
and such registration is completed. 

The general effect of the Bill seems to be to make it possible 
for the registrar to simplify and expedite very materially the 
conduct of the business of the registry. It omits, however, to 
provide for the making of official searches and the issue of 
certificates of the result. 


THE STATUTE OF LIMITATIONS AS AFFECTING 
MORTGAGEES. 


II. 


As we have already seen, the immediate decision in Harlock v. 
Ashberry (30 W. R. 327, 19 Ch. D. 539) was that a payment of 
rent by the tenant of mortgaged property to the mortgagce was 
not a payment within 1 Vict. c. 28, so as to save the statute from 
running against the mortgagee. This was upon the ground that 
the payment, to have such an effect, must amount to an admis- 
sion or acknowledgment of the liability of the person making it 
and of the right of the person receiving it. The two words are 
used indiscriminately, though it may be more convenient to 
speak of an admission of liability and an acknowledgment of 
right. But such admission or acknowledgment can be made 
only by a person liable to pay. Hence, as the tenant is not a 
person liable to make any payment under the mortgage, a pay- 
ment by him is not sufficient. So far the reasoning of the Court 
of Appeal is confined to shewing by whom the payment is to be 
made, and nothing is said as to the effect of the payment when 

e. As was pointed out by Krinpersiey, V.C., in Coope v. 
Cresswell (L. R. 2 Eq., at p. 117), these are two distinct ques- 
tions, and the answer to the first does not necessarily assist in 
answering the second. But in the article in the Law Quarterly 
Review, to which we have already referred (ante, p. 573), Mr. 
Mituivce adds another step to the reasoning, and thereby carries 
the result far beyond anything which was in the contemplation 
of the judges when they decided the case. An admission, he 
says, by A. cannot affect B., unless, indeed, A. is the agent of B. 
Consequently the only person who can make an admission to 
affect land is the owner of the land or his agent. The argument 
then runs as follows :—A payment to save the statute must be 
an admission of liability; but such an admission can only be 
made by a person liable to pay. Ilence the payment must be 
by a person liable to pay. Further, an admission to affect land 





can only be made by the owner for the time being. Hence the 
phrase ‘‘ person liable to pay” is necessarily restricted by the | 


qualification that such person must also be the owner of the 
land. 

Of course, this involves a considerable violation of language, 
inasmuch as the original mortgagor clearly remains liable, 
although he may have parted with the equity of redemption, 
and no such limitation was in terms put upon the expression in 
Harlock vy. Ashberry. Tf, however, it be true that an admission 
made by one person can never affect land to which another is 
entitled, then Mr. Mitimper’s reasoning is probably correct. 
Thus the matter is reduced to the plain issue whether an 
admission of liability must necessarily be restricted in its effect 
to the person who makes it, and upon this, as we shall see, the 
courts have been divided in opinion. 

Hitherto we have been considering only section 40 of 3 & 4 
Will. 4, c. 27, and 1 Vict. c. 28, but important decisions upon 
the present question have been given on 21 Jas. 1, c. 16, 
3 & 4 Will. 4, c. 27, s. 42, and 3 & 4 Will. 4, c¢. 42. 
Those upon 21 Jas. 1, c. 16, stand upon a footing of 
their own. That statute has no saving on the ground of 
acknowledgment, and hence when such a saving was intro- 
duced by judicial decisions it was upon the ground that an 
acknowledgment implied a fresh promise. So, too, a payment 
of interest was only effectual in the same manner. This has 
been thought to account for the decisions in Putnam v. Bates (3 
Russ. 188) and Fordham vy. Wallis (10 Hare, 217), where it was 
held that an acknowledgment by executors of a simple contract 
debt of their testator would not keep alive the creditor’s remedy 
against the devisee of the real estate. Upon the principle just 
mentioned, the acknowledgment was only effectual as shewing 
a fresh promise on the part of the executor, and this, of course, 
was no evidence of a promise on the part of the devisee. At 
the same time, these cases may properly be cited in favour of 
the principle that one party ought not to be bound by the 
admissions of ahother. On the other hand, the old rule 
naturally suggests itself that one co-contractor is bound by a 
payment made by another, and although in Whitcomd v. 
Whiting (2 Doug. 652) this was put upon the ground that the 
one virtually acted as agent for the rest, yet such agency was 
very easily implied. The rule, however, was considered to be a 
harsh one, and it was abolished by Lord Tenterden’s Act (9 
Geo. 4, c. 14) and the Mercantile Law Amendment Act, 1856 
(19 & 20 Vict. c. 97). In the meantime it had been confined 
strictly to cases of continuing joint contract, and did not apply 
where the joint contract was severed by death: Atkins v. Tred- 
gold (2 B. & C. 23), Slater v. Lawson (1 B. & Ad. 396). So far, 
then, there was clearly a strong feeling against allowing the 
admission of one person to bind another. 

But it is more important to consider the statutes which pro- 
vide directly for the case of acknowledgment or payment. Most 
of these regard the two as separate modes of checking the 
statute, but the statute 3 & 4 Will. 4, c. 42, which imposes a 
limitation upon actions brought on specialties, differs from the 
rest in speaking of acknowledgments either by writing or by 
part payment. It thus recognizes explicitly the principle laid 
down in Harlock vy. Ashberry that a payment to be within the 
statutes must always amount to anacknowledgment. The effect 
of the statute was carefully considered in Roddam v. Morley (1 De 
G.& J. 1). Granting that the payment must be made by a 
person liable, the question was whether the admission which it 
involved could affect him only, or whether it would set free the 
action generally. Lord Cranworrn, C., and the two judges whom 
he summoned to his aid, Witi1AmMs and Crowprr, JJ., were 
unanimous in taking the latter view. The immediate question 
related to a payment by a devisee for life of interest on a bond 
of the testator in which the heirs were bound, and it was held 
that this kept the debt alive against the remainderman. Since 
the tenant for life represents for the time being the whole estate, 
this, of course, is not the same as the case ingvhich different 
persons are simultaneously liable, and on this ground it was 
distinguished by Lord Cuetmsrorp, C., in Coope v. Cresswell 
(15 W. R, 242, L. R. 2 Ch. 112). But no such limitation of the 
effect of the decision was intended by any of the judges men- 
tioned above. The common law judges said that the acknow- 
ledgment set free the action generally, and they pointed out 
that it differed altogether from an acknowledgment under 
the statute of James, And Lord Cranworrn said: “TI have 
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come to the conclusion that when a part payment or payment of 
interest has been made, which has the effect of preserving any 
right of action, that right will be saved, not a against the 
party making the payment, but also against all other parties 
liable on the specialty.” It is not necessary to refer to the 
minute examination of the statutes upon which these opinions 
were founded. It is enough that they shew a distinct recogni- 
tion of the possibility that an acknowledgment may affect 
persons other than the one by whom it is made. 

On the other hand, there is the opposite decision of Lord 

CHELMSFORD in Coope v. Cresswell (supra). Here the question 
related to persons simultaneously liable. A testator who was 
liable on a bond devised part of his real estate for payment of 
his debts, and the rest to a beneficial devisee. Payment of 
interest on the bond was made by the persons who were ad- 
ministrators of the personal estate and trustees of the estate 
devised for payment of debts, and the question was whether this 
kept the bond alive against the beneficial devisee. Kinprers.ey, 
V.C. (14 W. R. 568, L. R. 2 Eq. 106), held that it did. He 
adopted the view of Roddam v. Morley taken above, and con- 
sidered that it was exactly applicable to the present case. The 
result of Lord Cranworrn’s judgment he stated in the following 
words :—‘‘ In short, wherever there is a case of several persons 
liable, although the language of the statute has not expressly 
provided for that case, yet, according to its true construction, 
the person liable means each or any one of the several persons 
liable, and an acknowledgment or payment by any one of them 
within twenty years prevents the statute from running in favour 
of any of them.”’ This, of course, does not add authority to the 
decision in Roddam v. Morley, but it shews what a competent 
authority considered to be its true meaning. 
» Upon appeal, however, Lord Cuztmsrorp gave a different con- 
struction to the statute, and held that, at any rate in the case of 
persons whose respective liabilities stood upon such totally 
different grounds as a devisee simply, a devisee for payment of 
debts, and a personal representative, an acknowledgment could 
only prevent the bar of the statute as against the person 
making it. As in the previous case, the decision was founded 
upon the words of the statute, and the difficulty was attributed 
to the fact that the draftsman seems to have assumed that 
only a single person could be liable; but it is significant that 
on neither occasion was any appeal made to the principle which 
forms the basis of Mr. MitimpGe’s argument, that an acknow- 
ledgment can, in the nature of things, only affect the person 
who makes it. It is to be noticed that the statute in question 
is expressly referred to in section 14 of the Mercantile Law 
Amendment Act, which provides that gee by one of two or 
more co-contractors or co-debtors shall not save the statute as 
against the rest, and consequently the importance of the above 
decisions has been materially diminished. 

But this difference of opinion, so far as it affects the general 
principle, would seem to be settled by the recent decision of 
the Court of Appeal in Re Frisby, Allison v. Frisby (38 W. R. 
65, 43 Ch. D. 106), where it was expressly recognized that a 
payment made by one person liable may continue the liability 
of another. A mortgage was made to secure £800, and the 
deed contained a covenant by which the mortgagor and a surety 
for him jointly and severally bound themselves for the mort- 
gage debt. No payment or acknowledgment was ever made by 
the surety, but interest was paid from time to time by the 
mortgagor, and within twelve years of the last of such pay- 
ments proceedings were taken to have the mortgage debt satis- 
fied out of the estate of the surety. It was objected that as the 
£800 was a sum of money secured on land the claim was barred 
by section 8 of the Real Property Limitation Act, 1874; but 
the Court of Appeal held that, even if the section applied to 
proceedings against persons other than the mortgagor, yet the 
payment by the principal kept alive the remedy against the 
surety. It is to be noticed that neither this statute nor the 
3 & 4 Will. 4, c. 27 are touched by section 14 of the Mercantile 
Law Amendment Act, and, in the absence of an express 
enactment to prevent the payment by one party from affecting 
another, the tole Justices did not see anything improper in 
such a result. On the other hand, it was thought that injustice 
would follow if the effect of a payment was restricted to the 
person by whom it was made. 








With respect to the particular point now under discussion we 
have not referred again to Chinnery v. Evans (11 H. L. Cas. 
115), as Mr. Mitiipez seems to think that that case can 
be-made to support his contention. To us, on the other hand, 
it seems a clear decision by the highest authority that a 
a gp by a person who has ceased to be entitled to the 

nd may nevertheless affect the land, and Corroy, L.J., 
regarded it as confirming the view taken by him in Re Frisby. 
But it is necessary to refer to a decision of an opposite 
nature given by Lord Wesrsury, ©., in Bolding v. Lane (11 
W. R. 386, 1 De G. J. & 8. 122). That was under section 42 of 3 
& 4 Will. 4, c. 27, and the point in dispute was whether an 
acknowledgment in writing given by the mortgagor to a first mort- 
gagee saved the statute, so as to enable the latter to recover more 
than six years’ arrears of interest as against a subsequent mort- 
gagee. Lord Wesrsury held that it had no such effect, and 
he expressed a very strong opinion that a mortgagor who 
might have ceased to have any interest in the land ought not 
to be able by an act of his to charge it anew with arrears as 
against the second and subsequent mortgagees. Mr. MitiipcE 
not unnaturally calls this to his aid, sarge | it as a clear 
decision that a written acknowledgment must always be given 
by the person actualiy entitled to the land. It is, of course, 
possible to draw a distinction between an acknowledgment in 
writing and an acknowledgment by payment of interest. The 
former costs the mortgagor nothing, and the owner of 
the equity of redemption. The latter, on the other hand, isa 
burden on the a while it relieves his assignee of a pay- 
ment which he would otherwise have to make. The distinction 
was noticed by Lord Cuetmsrorp in Coope v. Cresswell (supra), 
and is entitled to consideration, but it hardly seems to be suffi- 
cient to explain the different views taken by Lord Wesrsvry in 
Chinnery v. Evans and Bolding v. Lane. For his own part he 
did not see that they were inconsistent, and we must be content 
with his declaration that they were decided on different enact- 
ments and were not to be regarded as open. @ 

The result of this examination of the cases shews that there 
is no — universally applicable to statutes of limitation that 
an acknowledgment by one person shall not operate so as to 
keep alive the remedy as against another. On the contrary, 
apart from the actual words of any icular enactment, the 

resumption would seem to be that where an acknowledgment 
“ way of payment checks the running of the statute, it 
in favour of the creditor as against all ms liable. At any 
rate, an opposite result cannot be so clearly established as to 
enable Mr. Mrxu1nce to evolve out of the decision in Harlock vy. 
Ashberry a result inconsistent with the judgment of the House 
of Lords in Chinnery v. Evans. 





REVIEWS. 


COMPANY PRECEDENTS. 


CoMPANY PRECEDENTS FOR USE IN RELATION TO COMPANIES SUBJECT 
TO THE CoMPANIES Acts, 1862 To 1890. Firru Eprrioy. By 
FRANCIS BEAUFORT PALMER, assisted by CHARLES MACNAGHTEN, 
Barristers-at-Law. Stevens & Sons (Limited). 

Mr. Palmer says quite correctly, in his preface to the present 
edition, that ‘‘ thousands of companies now shew in their constitution, 
tions, contracts, and securities the influence of this work.” 

The book supplied a want, and supplied it with success. There has 

been a marked improvement, both in the rules and forms, in succes- 

sive editions, and we are glad to observe that the present edition shews 
traces of very careful revision. The recent cases, so far as we have 
tested the book, are collected, and the new legislation is fully con- 
sidered. Thus, to the Directors’ Liability Act, 1890 (which is 

printed in full under the head “‘ ”), there is appended a 

very elaborate and useful disquisition as to the right of action 

conferred by section 3 of the Act, divided into eleven heads. Of these 
the head referring to ‘‘ what precautions directors, promoters, and 
others should take” is of practical value, and should be perused 

by everyone who has to advise with regard to the issue of a 

tus. e Companies (Winding-up) Act, 1890, and the rules there- 

under, are given in full in the ap ix, with references to the pages 

of the book where the sections and rules are discussed. 


We are glad to be able to commend the edition as a very excellent 


one, 
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BILLS OF COSTS. 


GUIDE TO THE PREPARATION OF Brits oF Costs, WITH PRACTICAL 
DrrEcTions FoR TAXING Costs, AND PRECEDENTS OF BILLS OF 
CosTs IN ALL THE DIVISIONS OF THE Hicu Court OF JUSTICE, &C., 
WITH NOTES AND DECISIONS THEREON (Pridmore). NinrTH EDITION. 
By Cuas. W. Scott, one of the Principal Clerks in the Chancery 
Taxing Office, Royal Courts of Justice. Waterlow & Sons (Limited). 


The last edition of this standard work, which, owing to the death 
of the author, was edited by Mr. Scott, was, we believe, published 
towards the close of 1887, and the fact of a new edition being called 
for sufficiently shews the appreciation of the book by the profession. 
In the present edition references to the decisions under the Solicitors’ 
Remuneration Act and Order have been incorporated and eight tables 
of scales added. Thirty-five additional precedents of bills of costs 
are stated to have been added, including precedents of bills of costs 
under the recent County Court Rules and Rules of the Mayor’s Court. 





BOOKS RECEIVED. 


Profit-Sharing Precedents ; with Notes. By Henry G. Rawson, 
Barrister-at-Law. Stevens & Sons (Limited). 

The Law Quarterly Review. Edited by Sir FrepERICK PoLtock, 
Bart., M.A., LL.D. July, 1891. Stevens & Sons (Limited). 





CORRESPONDENCE, 
THE LATE MR. TAXING MASTER SKIRROW. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.] 

Sir,—The regret which was felt by the legal profession on the 
retirement of the late Mr. Taxing Master Skirrow from official life, 
in 1889, was mitigated by the hope that he might for many years 
enjoy the rest and ease to which he was so justly entitled; but now 
that he is no more, that regret gives place to a sense of loss which it 
would be unbecoming not to attempt to express in suitable language. 
I trust I may be permitted to say a few parting words in memory of 
one for whom, I am sure, the legal profession felt so much esteem. 
It only seems the other day that he retired from public life and received 
those testimonials from his private friends, professional brothers and 
solicitors who only knew him as taxing master, which we all know he 
prized so much. 

I think it should be thoroughly well known that during the 
twenty-seven years of this gentleman’s official life as chancery 

ing master neither he nor his staff, nor the offices in which day 
by day he worked with such assiduity over the bills of costs referred 
to him for taxation, ever cost the country a single farthing, so con- 
siderable was the amount of fees earned by him and his clerks in the 
course of their work, owing to the rapidity with which he despatched 
his business. This was to suitors and solicitors alike a considerable 
boon. So far from costing the country anything, the Fee Fund 
gained a very large profit on the work done by him. For instance, 
when, in January, 1578, I was urging the necessity of the appointment 
of an additional chancery taxing master, I made a calculation from 
the Judicial Statistics, and from them proved that this profit for 
one year—that ending the 31st of October, 1876—amounted tc 
£2,047 10s., made up thns : 
Total fees earned by Mr. Skirrow and staff in 
that year ; : F ‘ ‘ ; 
Amount of salaries of the master and his two 
clerks, and estimated proportion of rent of 


£4,947 10 O 


2,909 0 O 


Profit ‘ ‘ - £2,047 10 0 

See my letter which appeared in the Times of Saturday, January 
19, 1878. But there was a decrease of business in 1876, and the fees 
were comparatively low. In 1851 the fees earned by Mr. Skirrow and 
his staff amounted to £6,794 18s., and in 1882 to £5,504 10s., so 
that his —- profit was much larger than for the year 1886. 
However, simply taking the profit earned by this gentleman and his 
staff at £2,000 a year, he has, in his twenty-seven years of official 
life, cost the country nothing, but earned for it profit amounting to 
£54,000 at the least. ; 


retarn a profit to the Fee Fund. But Iam not dealing with 


ihe 


: 


work is worthy of special recognition, and I am sure that it 


3 


know that his portrait—painted by his friend, Professor Herkomer 

om to posterity the remembrance of this eminently worthy 
, whose loss we all so much deplore. 

Passing fromm his professional to his private life, it is only necessary 


3 


to call attention to the fact that the subscribers to the ‘Skirrow 


Testimonial” embraced such names as Lord Wolseley, K.T., Robert 
Browning, the poet, Privy Councillors, Lords Justices, barristers, 
solicitors, eminent actors, journalists, and numerous friends, to shew 
how widespread was the affection felt for him. 

He was Soe on the Ist of July, 1820, died on the 25th of June, 
1891, and was buried at Kensal Green on the 30th of June, 1891, on 
which day he would have completed his seventy-first year. 

JAMES RAWLINSON. 

Upper Holloway, N., July 7, 1891. 





REMUNERATION FOR PREPARATION OF AGREEMENT. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.) 

Sir,—I recently prepared, on the instructions of my client, the 
owner of the property, a draft of an agreement for letting a house 
(except the ground floor), unfurnished, until either party should 
determine the tenancy by three months’ notice, at the monthly rent 
of £4. The document contained provisions similar in effect to those 
of a lease, but was not in form a lease or under seal. The tenant 
perused and altered the draft, and nothing was said about costs; and 
it was afterwards engrossed in duplicate and signed. The tenant now 
declines to pay “any costs except the stamps.” To whom should I 
look for my costs, and what amount am I entitled to charge ? 

July 7. na. D'S: 








NEW ORDERS, &c. 
THE MIDDLESEX REGISTRY. 
Notice AS TO FEES IN RESPECT OF MEMORIALS. : 

1. The registrar directs the attention of solicitors and others using 
the registry to the legal scale of fees for the registration of memorials, 
which is as follows :— 

For entering a memorial not exceeding 200 words s. d. 
inlength . ‘ ‘ : ; . : ~ &.-8 
For every further 100 words or part of 100 words 0 6 
For indorsirg a certificate of registration on an 
instrument : ; , . ‘ ‘ oe 
For administering the oath and signing a certifi- 
cate of the same indorsed on a memorial (where 
the oath is taken in the office) . ‘ ° --s * 

2. The number of words in each memorial should be counted and 
distinctly marked in figures at the left hand bottom corner of the 
memorial before it is brought for registration. 

3. The above fees will alone be receivable in the registry in respect 
of memorials. 

Dated the Sth day of July, 1891. 

(Signed) Rosert Hatitett Hort, Registrar. 


CASES OF THE WEEK. 


Court of Appeal. 
CLARKE v. RAMUZ—No. 1, 7th July. 
Venvox AND Purcuaser — DererroratTion — DAamaceEs. 


This was an application for a new trial. On the 2nd of August, 1889, 
the plaintiff agreed to buy, and the defendant to sell, certain freehold land 
at Southend. The date of completion was fixed for the 12th of August, 
but the conveyance was not actually signed till the 21st of October. 
Between the date of the contract and that of the conveyance a large 
quantity of soil had been removed from the property in question without 
the knowledge of either the plaintiff or the defendant. ‘The plaintiff then 
brought the present action against the defendant, claiming damages for 
his negligence in thus allowing the property to be deteriorated. The 
action was tried before Grantham, J., and a jury, and a verdict and 





of the chancery taxing masters cost the country anything, | 
am only paying a parting tribute to Mr. Skirrow, whose | 


be a matter of no small satisfaction to the legal profession to 


judgment were given for the plaintiff. The defendant applied for a new 
trial; but 

Tue Cover (Lord Coreniner, C.J., and Bowen and Kay, L.JJ.) dis- 
| missed the application. Lord Coreniner, C.J., said that it had been 
| clearly laid down in Phillips v. Silvester (L. R. 8 Ch. 173) that between the 
| time of the contract and the conveyance the vendor was a trustee of the 
| property sold for the purchaser. It was true that, in Dart’s Vendors and 
| Purchasers, some comments were made on that case, on the authority of 
| the late Sir George Jessel, but the decision was binding on this court as 
that of a court of co-ordinate jurisdiction, and it had heen acquiesced in 
both by Sir George Jessel himself, in Lord Egmont v. Smith (6 Ch. D. 469), 
and by Kekewich, J., in Royal Bristol Building Society v. Bomash (35 Ch. D. 
| 390). That being so, it was the duty of the defendant to take reasonable 
| care that the premises were not deteriorated during the interval. It was 
| admitted that he had taken no steps to protect the property, and he was 
| therefore liable for his negligence. As to the suggestion which had been 
made, that the deterioration occurred after the date fixed for the ou 
tion, that was immaterial, because in this, as in most contracts of a like 
nature, it was not intended that the possession should be transferred until 
after the execution of the conveyance. It had further been urged that the 
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laintiff, by signing the conveyance, had waived any right that he might 
ve had to complain of the defendant’s negligence. This might be so | Lrnpxey, L.J., said: The plaintiffs deny the validity of the resolution on 
where the negligence was known to him, but where, as in this case, neither | two 
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Tur Court (Lixptey, Bowen, and Fay, L.JJ.) reversed the decision. 





unds—viz., (1) that it was ultra vires and not bi on dissentient- 


party knew of the deterioration, it was impossible to contend that the | debenture-holders; (2) that it was passed at a meeting not duly convened. 


signature of the conveyance waived the 


intiff’s rights. The Lorps | It is necessary to ascertain (1) the terms on which the debentures were 


Justices delivered judgment to the same effect.—Counset, Lumley Smith, | issued; (2) the position of affairs when the resolution was passed ; and (3) 
Q.C., and R. M. Bray ; Jelf,Q.C., and Stewart Smith. Soutcrrors, Taylor ; | the mode in which the meeting which passed it was convened. First, as 


Seutts. 
MOUL v. GRENINGS—No. 2, 3rd July. 


Copyricut — Mvsicau Composition — OWNER or Foreign Copryricut — acquire 17,500,000 acres of land in that republic. The com 
‘*Riguts AND Remepres’’—‘‘ SursistiInG AND VALUABLE INTERESTs ’’?— power to borrow money and to issue debentures on the security o 


INTERNATIONAL Corynricut Act, 1886 (49 & 50 Vict. c. 33), s. 6. 

This was an appeal from a decision of the Queen’s Bench Division (A. L. 
Smith and Grantham, JJ.) (ante, p. 8), the question being whether, under 
the International Copyright Act, 1886, the foreign composer of a piece of 
music first produced in a foreign country, and protected according to the 
law of that country, but not protected in the United Kingdom, can claim 
the protection afforded to foreign composers ander the Act when the piece 
had been published or performed in this country before the Order in 
Council giving protection here came into operation. Section 6 of the Act 
provides that ‘‘ where an Order in Council is made under the International 
Copyright Acts with respect to any foreign country, the author and pub- 
lisher of any literary or artistic work first produced before the date at 
which the order comes into operation shall be entitled to the same rights 
and remedies as if the Act and the Order had applied to the foreign coun- 
try at the date of the production; provided that where any person has, 
before the date of the publication of an Order in Council, lawfully pro- 
duced any work in the United Kingdom, nothing in this section shall 
diminish or prejudice any nghts or interests arising from or in con- 
nection with such production which are subsisting and valuable at 
the said date.’’ The action was brought by the foreign composer of 
a piece of music against a bandmaster at Brighton, who had per- 
formed the piece there prior to the Order in Council, which was 
issued under the Act in December, 1887. The plaintiff was a French 
subject, and in 1877 he composed and first produced in Paris the 
piece of music, which was called ‘‘The Caprice Polka,’’ and duly regis- 
tered it in France and obtained protection under the copyright law of that 
country. Iie did not obtain protection in this country, and in March, 
1887, an English publisher named Lafleur printed and published the piece 
in England. Prior to the date of the Order in Council the defendant pur- 
chased of Lafleur a copy of the piece, in order that it might be performed 
by his band, and subsequently, both before and after the order, it was by 
his direction played by his band at Brighton. The action was brought in 
the Brighton County Court for an injunction and damages, when judg- 
ment was given by Judge Martineau for the defendant, on the ground that 
he had ‘‘ rights or interests ’’ within the meaning of the proviso to section 
6, which were ‘‘ subsisting and valuable at the date’’ of the Order. The 
Divisional Court affirmed the decision. 

Tue Covrr (Linptry, Fry, and Lorrs, L.JJ.) dismissed the appeal. 
Linptey, L.J., said that the question turned upon the construction of sec- 
tion 6 and upon the meaning of the word ‘‘ produced,”’ as defined in sec- 
tion 11 of the Act. By that section ‘‘ produced’’ was defined to mean 
‘‘ published or made, or performed, or represented’’ as the case required. 
The defence was that, at the date when the statute came into force by 
virtue of the Order, the piece had been lawfully produced in England, and 
that he had then a ‘‘ right or interest arising from or in connection with 
the production ’? which was ‘‘ subsisting and valuable.’’ The county court 
judge had found on the evidence that the defendant’s right or interest was 
a valuable one within the meaning of section 6, and unless it could be said 
that there was no evidence to support that finding the court was bound by 
it. The Divisional Court did not so hold. If the defendant sold the good- 
will of his business, including the right to perform this particular piece of 
music, it could not be said that that right had no value. The proviso was 
curiously worded, for it did not say that the right or interest must belong 
to the person who produced the piece in England. A. L. Smith, J., said: 
‘Tf all the bandsmen in the kingdom are to be prevented from playing 
the polka it might be that Lafleur’s interest in his unsold copies, if such 
there be, would be seriously affected, and it seems to me that this would 
also prevent this action from succeeding, if Lafleur were in such a position 
at the date of the Order.’’ His lordship agreed with those observations, 
and he was by no means satisfied that Lafleur’s position could be left out 
of account. Irv and Lorrs, L JJ., concurred.—Counsei, Asquith, Q.C., 
Rose Innes, and Roskill; Cutler, Q.C., and Megone. Soxtcrrors, Mann § 
Taylor ; Thomas & Hick. 


THE MERCANTILE INVESTMENT AND GENERAL TRUST CO. (LIM.) 
v, THE INTERNATIONAL CO. OF MEXICO—No. 2, 3rd July. 


Company—Drrentune-HoLpERS—Powsr or Masorrry To Btinp Mixorrry 
—‘* Compromise ’’—Noticr or Meetina—Surricitency. 

The main question in this case was, whether a majority of the debenture- 
holders of a company had power to compel the dissentient minority to 
accept preference shares in another company in lieu of their debentures. 
There was a further question as to the sufficiency of the notice convening 
a meeting of the debenture-holders. The action was brought by deben- 
ture-holders of the defendant company to recover interest due upon their 
debentures. The defence was, that at a meeting of the debenture-holders, 
held on the 8th of October, 1889, it was resolved by a majority that the 
rights of the debenture-holders should be compromised by the acceptance 
of preference shares in another company, called the Mexican Land and 
Colonization Co, (Limited) at a rate therein specified. Day, J., held that 
the resolution was authorized by a power contained in the debenture trust 


to the terms on which the debentures were issued. The company is an 
American company, incorporated by the State of Connecticut. Its objects 
were to buy and sell land in the Republic of Mexico; and it did, in fact, 
y had 
its land ; 
and it exercised this power, and issued debentures, some of which are 
héld by the plaintiffs. The debentures are payable to bearer or the regis- 
tered holder, and contain a promise by the company to pay the principal sum 
and interest at 6 per cent. half-yearly. ‘The debentures were issued subject 
to conditions indorsed on them, and the debenture-holders were declared 
entitled to the benefit of, and subject to the provisions of, a deed of March 
10, 1888. That deed appointed a committee, and by clause 21 the com- 
mittee were empowered from time to time to convene meetings of the 
debenture-holders in the City of London. The clause proceeded as 
follows :—‘‘ The notice convening the meeting shall state the business to 
be transacted thereat, and shall be given at least fourteen days before the 
date at which the meeting is to be held, and every such meeting shall be 
presided over by a member of the committee, and, in case any members 
thereof shall not be present, then the debenture-holders present shall 
elect one of their number to preside, and, subject to any special provisions 
herein contained, the meetings of the debenture-holders shall be con- 
ducted as nearly as the circumstances of the case permit in the manner 
applicable to the meetings of the shareholders of a company incorporated 
under the Companies Act, 25 & 26 Vict. c. 89, and having for its regula- 
tions the provisions contained in the table marked A in the first schedule 
to the said Act.’”’ By clause 22:—‘‘A meeting of the debenture- 
holders shall, in addition to any powers hereby given, have the 
following powers exercisable by special resolution-namely, . . ° 
(2) Power to sanction the release of any of the mortgaged premises ; 
(3) power to sanction any modification or compromise of the 
rights of debenture-holders against the company or against its pro- 
perty, whether such rights shall arise under the debentures or under these 
presents.’’ Clause 23 provided that the resolution should be passed by a 
majority consisting of not less than three-fourths of the persons present 
and entitled to vote ‘at the meeting. Clause 24 provided that a special 
resolution should bind all debenture-holders, whether present or not, and 
whether voting for or against, or assenting to or dissenting from, any such 
resolution ; provided that the holders of not less than one-half in value of 
the debentures for the time bemg outstanding and qualified to vote were 
present or represented. These being the terms on which the debentures 
were issued, the next matter for consideration is the position of affairs” 
when the resolution was . In the year 1889 an English company 
was formed called the Mexican Land and Colonization Co. The objects 
of this company, as stated in its memorandum of association, were extra- 
ordinarily wide, and empowered the company, not only to buy and sell 
land, but to carry on almost every business imaginable, including all kinds 
of commerce, banking and promotion of companies. On March 4, 1889, 
the defendant company transferred all its assets, and its business and 
liabilities, to the English company, subject as to the lands in Mexico to the 
debentures and to the deed of March 10, 1888. The consideration for this 
transfer consisted of fully paid-up shares in the English company, and a 
covenant of indemnity against the liabilities of the defendant company. 
The effect of this was to leave the defendant company liable to pay the 
principal moneys and interest on its debentures, but to deprive it of its 
means of paying them, except through the English pe md and by 
enforcing that company’s covenant of indemnity. The paid-up shares of 
the English company given to the defendant company would be assets in 
its hands, but what has become of them there is no evidence to shew. 
The debenture-holders did not become creditors of the English company, 
although they had a charge on the lands in Mexico transferred to that 
company ; and, in the absence of evidence to the contrary, it must be 
assumed that the debenture-holders could have enforced their security 
against those lands after the transfer to the English company as effectu- 
ally as they could before. There is no evidence to shew that the debenture- 
holders had any difficulty in obtaining the interest of their debentures, 
nor that that interest would not have been paid in full regularly if matters 
had been left as they then stood. In this state of affairs it appears 
that the English company became desirous that the debenture- 
holders should exchange their debentures for first fully —s preference 
shares in that company; and on September 20, 1889, a deed was executed 
between the English company and a Mr. Strickland, whereby a scheme 
was proposed for the conversion of the debentures, to be submitted to a 
meeting of the debenture-holders, and, in the event of that scheme being 
adopted, it was provided that the English company should allot to every 
debenture-holder surrendering his debentures, with all outstanding coupons 
attached, first preference shares, at the rate of £110 in shares every 
£100 in debentures so surrendered. In order to carry out this scheme the 
debenture-holders’ committee caused advertisements to be issued in the 
London newspapers on a 23, 1889, for a meeting of debenture- 
holders in London on October 8, 1889; and on that day a meeting was 
held, and the resolation the validity of which is in question was i 
No poll was demanded, and the resolution was passed by the majority 
necessary to make it mee if the resolution was ixtw vires, and if the 
meeting was duly convened, The resolution itself was in these terms : 
—-‘*That all rights of the debenture-holders of the International Co, 
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omar ste | the acceptance in lieu of such debentures and the coupons 
accrued not due, and in discharge of such rights, fully-paid six per 
cent. cumulative preference shares (entitled to dividend as from July 1, 
1889) in the Mexican Land and Colonization Co. (Limited), at the rate of 
£110 in shares for every 500 dollars in debentures, in accordance with the 
proposal dated September 20, 1889, and that the deed dated September 
20, 1889, between the last-named company and Mr. W. EI. Strickland 
referred to in such proposal be approved and confirmed, and be forthwith 
carried into effect.’’ It will be convenient now to examine the objections 
to the regularity of the meeting. First, it was said that the notice was not 
properly given by advertisement only, and that circulars should have been 
sent, at least to registered holders. But there is no provision to this effect 
in the conditions indorsed on the debentures; nor in the deed of March 
10, 1888; nor, so far as we know, anywhere else. Moreover, the secretary 
to the committee stated that he did issue circulars to all debenture-holders 
whose names were known, and that these circulars were sent out about 
three days before the meeting. Under these circumstances, and in the 
absence of any express provision on the subject, the notice by advertise- 
ment must be held sufficient; no other notice could be given to the 
bearers of debentures; and notice by advertisement is the mode 
in which notice in such cases is usually given in business. Next, it 
was said that the interval between the giving of the notice and the hold- 
ing of the meeting was too short. The plaintiffs’ contention, that ‘‘ at 
least fourteen days’’ meant fourteen days clear, was well founded, but 
there are fourteen clear days between the 23rd of September and the 8th 
of October. It was, however, urged that the notice, although advertised 
on the 23rd of September, ought not to be held to have been given on 
that day, as it probably could not or would not reach the debenture- 
holders for some time afterwards ; and we were pressed to say that notice 
cannot be said to be given to a person until the notice reaches him, or, at 
all events, would reach him, but for his own default. To give effect to 
this construction in a case of this description would, however, render it 
impossible to calculate the period of fourteen days, and would render that 
limit nugatory. The holders of these debentures may be scattered all over 
the world, and, their residences being unknown, it would be impracticable 
to fix beforehand when any meeting could be held. This contention, 
therefore, must be rejected, and for the reasons given above the notice 
convening the meeting must be held sufficient. The main question, how- 
ever, is, whether the resolution is one by which it was competent for a 
majority of debenture-holders to bind a dissentient minority. This must 
depend upon the true construction of the 22nd clause of the deed of March 
10, 1888 ; and in order to arrive at that construction, attention must be 
paid, not only to the language of the clause, but to the objects to attain 
which the clause itself was inserted. Powers given to majorities to bind 
minorities are always liable to abuse, and, whilst full effect ought to be 
given to them in cases clearly falling within them, ambiguities of language 
—_ not to be taken advantage of to stretch them and make them applic- 
to cases not included in those which they were apparently intended 

to meet. To take the language of the clause, the power to release the 
mortgaged premises does not include a power to release the defendant 
company ; the power to modify the rights of the debenture-holders against 
the company does not include a power to extinguish all their rights; the 
power to compromise their rights pre-supposes some dispute about them, 
or difficulty in enforcing them, and does not include a power to exchange 
their debentures for shares in another company when there is no such 
dispute or difficulty. Itisa mistake to suppose that a power to com- 
promise a claim for money includes a power to accept less than 
20s. in the pound, if the debt is undisputed and the debtor can pay; a 
Ceased gree < gue does not include a power to make presents. The 
judge assumed that the majority could have bound the 
minority to take less than they were entitled to, and then came to the 
conclusion that the majority could bind the minority to exchange their 
debentures for the preference shares in the English company. The 
assumption which he made appears to me incorrect under the circumstances 
with which we have to deal. The words of the power conferred on the 
majority of the debenture-holders are, in my opinion, not sufficient to 
warrant what was done. If we look further, and at the object of the 
power, it becomes still more plain that what has been done cannot be 
supported. I infer from the materials before us, and especially from 
the deed of September 20, 1889, and Mr. Strickland’s and other 
evidence, that the English company and some of the debenture- holders 
started this scheme ; that it was promoted and carried through in the 
interests of that company, and of those who intended to join it. The 
resolution was passed simply because those debeuture-holders who voted 
for it thought it would be better in 4 commercial sense for all the deben- 
ture-holders if they exchanged their debentures for preference shares in 
the English company. There was no other reason for not leaving them 
alone ; their rights were in no peril. Assuming, therefore, as I do, that 
the majority of the debenture-holders present at the meeting acted 
honestly, and did what they thought best under the circumstances, those 
circumstances were not such as to bring the power into play, and on this 
ground also what they did cannot bind absentees or dissentients. Bowen 
and Fry, L.JJ., concurred.—Covnset, Finiay, Q.C., Buckley, Q.C., and 
C. C. Seott ; Sir Horace Davey, Q.C., and Danckwerts. Soxscrrons, Badham 
& Williams ; Norton, Rose, & Co. 
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Tewant ror Lire any Remarsperman—Ruiout or Tenant vor Lire to Fern 
Timaer—**Truner Estate ’—Custom—W111-—Consrructrion—ExtTrinsic 
Evipence. 


This was an appeal from a decision of Chitty, J. (ante, p. 191). An 
important question arose as to the right of the tenant for life of a 








‘timber estate ”’ to the proceeds of the sale of timber felled by her. The 
plaintiffs were the present owners of settled estates in Bucks and Oxford- 
shire, under the will of a testator, whose widow was under the will tenant 
for life (impeachble for waste) of the estates. The will directed that she 
should keep the mansion house, &c., in good and substantial repair, and 
authorized her, with the consent of the trustees, to fell such timber (not 
being ornamental timber) as should be necessary for the purpose of such 
repairs or for the repair of any other houses or buildings on the estate. 
The widow was dead, and her executors were defendants to the action. 
The plaintiffs complained that she had cut down and sold large quantities 
of timber, to the value of more than £50,000, and they claimed an account 
and payment of what should be found due. The defence was that the 
trees cut down were principally beech trees, of which trees the woods on 
the estate for the most part consisted ; that by the custom of Bucks beech 
trees are timber trees, and by the custom of the county beech trees are 
fellable at the age of twenty years in due course of management and at 
seasonable periods ; and that the estates were held by the tenant for life as 
‘* timber estates,’’ and the annual crops of timber were enjoyable by her 
as annual profits. Chitty, J., decided in favour of the executors. 

Tue Court (Linptey, Bowen, and Kay, L.JJ.) affirmed the decision, 
Kay, L.J., dissenting from the view of the majority. Lrvp.ey, * 
said :—Laying acide all custom, whether ancient or modern, this action 
would fail, for the tenant for life would have done nothing wrong; she cut 
beech in the ordinary course of good forestry, and, apart from custom, 
that was not waste. As regards the beech woods in Oxfordshire, where 
beech trees are not timber, this is admitted to be true. But as regards the 
beech woods in Buckinghamshire, where beech is timber, the case is said 
to be different. The testator made no distinction between his estates in 
the one county and those in the other; he gave the rents and profits of 
both alike to his widow for life, with power to cut timber for repairs ; but 
yet it is contended that, although she was entitled to cut and sell beech 
trees on those parts of the estates which are in Oxfordshire, she was not 
entitled to do the same with beech trees on those parts of the estates which 
are in Buckinghamshire. Such a conclusion would, I think, startle the 
testator; and would be to defeat and not carry out his intentions as ex- 
pressed in his will. It is contended by the appellants that, beech being 
timber by custom in Buckinghamshire, cutting it, even in the ordinary 
course of good forestry, is necessarily waste and actionable. This argu- 
ment is based upon two assumptions—viz., (1) upon the assumption that 
the question of waste or no waste is an abstract question, and does not in 
any way depend on.the intention of those who create the relation of land- 
lord and tenant, or of tenant for life and remainderman, with reference to 
which alone the question can ever arise; and (2) upon the assumption 
that, although it is right to admit evidence to shew that beech is timber 
by custom, it is wrong to admit evidence to shew that by usage in a par- 
ticular locality it is not regarded as waste to cut it. In other words, the 
argument is based on the assumption that evidence may be, and, indeed, 
must be, admitted to prove the custom which makes beech timber, but that 
evidence is not admissible to prove a usage with reference to which parties 
may have contracted or have made testamentary or other dispositions of their 
property. These assumptions are, in my opinion, inadmissible. If by 
immemorial custom beech is timber, but if there is also a well-established 
usage that limited owners cut it in certain cases, according to well- 
recognized rules, I cannot conceive upon what principle such usage is to 
be ignored when considering the intentions of persons dealing with a 
property on which both the custom and the usage prevail. There is 
nothing unreasonable in paying attention to both. The custom is not 
rendered uncertain nor repugnant. It is, however, urged that this point 
is covered by authority, and has been decided in favour of the appellants. 
In Aubrey v. Fisher (10 East, 446) language is no doubt to be found in the 
judgment of Lord Ellenborough which, if the above considerations are lost 
sight of, may appear to support this contention. But I cannot regard the 
case as deciding that, in such a case as this, evidence of usage is inad- 
missible, or as an authority for the proposition that, simply because beech 
trees are timber by custom in Buckinghamshire, it cannot also be shewn 
to be the constant practice for owners to cut them according to certain 
well-known rules, and to sell them for their own benefit. The testator’s 
will contains a clause expressly empowering the tenant for life (with the 
consent of the trustees) to fell such timber as may be necessary for the 
purpose of repair; and it was contended that this shews that it was not 
intended that the tenant for life should fell timber for any other purpose. 
But, in answer to this argument, it is to be observed that the power 
extends to the whole of the estates, and is not confined to those in Buck- 
inghamshire. Moreover, it is common knowledge that beech is not fit for 
many sorts of repairs—it is only fit for inferior kinds of work ; and the clause 
authorizes the cutting of better timber—e.g., oak. Under these circum- 
stances, I cannot regard the insertion of this clause as indicating an in- 
tention that the tenant for life should not be at liberty to cut and sell 
beech trees in Buckinghamshire according to the alleged usage, if it be 
proved to exist. As to the evidence I consider it proves—(1) that beech 
trees are timber in Buckinghamshire; (2) that, in the ordinary course 
of good forestry, beech woods ought to be treated very differently from 
other woods, and that from time to time the large trees ought to be 
taken out, so as to promote the growth of younger trees, and insure a 
succession of good timber; (3) that it is the universal practice in that 
oe of Buckinghamshire in which these estates are for the owners of 

h woods to act on this principle, and that the beech woods on these 
estates have been managed accordingly for many years; (4) that beech 
trees so treated are regarded as crops; (5) that the proceeds of their sale 
are regarded as income, and not capital; and, lastly, that no distinc- 
tion is known to the witnesses between owners in fee and limited owners 
in these respects, although in leases it is usual to except timber and beech 
woods and to reserve the right of cutting them to the lessors. It is, I 









ee i ge ae ee oe Cee eee ee ee eee eee 












rd. 
ant 
she 
and 
‘not 
uch 
ate. 
on. 
ties 
unt 
the 


ech 
are 
. at 
- as 


her 


on, 


ere 


7 oT ww « 


ae ee ee ae 














"THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 






. —_ 
aire 


Vol. 35. 











think, incredible that, if the usage did not extend to tenants for life, the 
witnesses would not have known such to be the case. I infer, therefore, 
that the usage is general, and applies to tenants for life, although not ex- 
pressly made impeachable for waste. I do not think the u im- 
memorial, although I infer that it isas old as the cultivation of beech 
woods. The mode of managing beech woods is based on the nature of 
beech, and the usage in this particular locality has arisen from the quantity 
of beech, and from the trade which has sprung up in consequence of its 
existence in large quantities, and it is obvious from the evidence taat a 
large part of the ordinary rents and profits of these estates and of others 
in the neighbourhood is derived from the felling of trees in the beech 
woods upon them according to the usage proved. Any person entitled to 
the rents and profits of these estates would, therefore, presumably be en- 
titled to the proceeds of beech trees felled according to the usage. At 
least, that inference may be fairly drawn in the absence of all evidence to 
the contrary, and it is the inference which I draw from the evidence as it 
stands. The testator in this case always managed his teech woods 
in the way described, and must be taken to have known of the 
usage, and to have made his will with reference to it. To exclude 
evidence of such a well-known local usage, or to disregard it in 
construing his will, would, in my judgment, be a great mistake. It 
is unnecessary to consider whether what Jessel, M.R., said about timber 
estates in Honywood vy. Honywood (L. R. 18 Eq. 306) is or is not too 
general. If his observations are confined to estates the trees on which, 
though timber, may, by virtue of a local usage, be cut periodically, when 

rown in woods, with a view to insure a succession of timber, and to pre- 
serve such woods, I see no reason to dissent from him. But, if he 
intended to go further, he may have gone too far. Be this as it may, 
what we-have to deal with here is an estate in a locality in which such a 
usage is proved to exist. ‘The ordinary law of waste is, therefore, I think, 
not applicable as between the persons claiming under the will with which 
we have to deal. In other words, the cutting of beech woods, according 
to the usage, was not waste in the contemplation of this testator, and, 
not being waste, the plaintiffs tannot claim the proceeds of their sale. 
Bowen, L.J., concurred. Kay, L.J., dissented, being of opinion that 
the tenant for life was not entitled to cut the beech timber, and that the 
appeal ought, therefore, to be allowed. He summarized his judgment 
thus: The conclusions to which I have come are—(1) that the widow, 
under the provisions of the will, was impeachable for waste; (2) that 
cutting down timber trees twenty years of age and upwards by such a 
limited owner is waste ; (3) that such waste is not excused because it may 
benefit the other trees or saplings, or may cause seeds of timber trees to 
germinate in the wood; (4) that there is no exception from the common 
law on this subject in favonr of the limited owner of what is called a 
‘* timber estate’’; (5) that a custom to control the common law in this 
respect must be nothing less than an immemorial custom for a limited 
owner to commit such waste; (6) that there is no evidence in this case of 
any such custom ; (7) that the usage proved is only that owners not im- 
peachable of waste have adopted a mode of managing the woods which 
would be waste on the part of a limited owner impeachable of waste. I 
am of opinion that the plaintiff is entitled to an account of the timber 
improperly cut by the widow, including in the word ‘‘ timber” all oak, 
ash, and elm, and all beech in the county of Bucks, so cut, and to pay- 
ment of such proceeds out of her estate, with interest at four per cent. 
from the time of her death.—Counset, Sir H. Davey, Q.C., Latham, Q.C., 
H. Fellows, and P. H. Lawrence; Rigby, Q.C., Byrne, Q.C., and Ribton ; 
R. F. Norton, Soxtcrrors, R. J. Dashwood ; Crawley, Arnold, § Co. ; Thos. 
Lupton. 





High Court—Queen’s Bench Division. 
HOW v. THE LONDON AND NORTH-WESTERN RAILWAY ¢0.— 
7th July. 


Pracrice—County Court—Orprr ror New Trat—Rieut or Arprrat— 
County Courts Act, 1888 (51 & 52 Vicr. c. 43), ss. 120, 122. 

The question in this case was whether an appeal will lie from an order 
of a county court judge setting aside the verdict of a jury as against the 
weight of evidence, and directing a new trial. The action was brought 
in the Leighton Buzzard County Court for damage to the plaintiff's calves. 
The calves had been carried by the defendant company to St. Neots, and 
were not sent for by the plaintiff until the morning after their arrival, 
when they were found to be suffering from cold. The plaintiff alleged 
that this was caused by the wet condition of the truck in which they were 
carried, and not, as the defendant company suggested, by the neglect of 
the plaintiff in leaving them in the truck exposed to the cold all night. 
The jury awarded £30 damages to the plaintiff. The judge on a later day 
set aside the verdict as being against the weight of evidence, and ordered 
a new trial. The plaintiff appealed, and the defendants raised the 
preliminary objection that no appeal lay from the order. 

The considered judgment of Tux Courr (Cavg and Cuaries, JJ.) was 
delivered by Cave, J., who remarked that it had been decided that the 
County Courts Act, 1850 (13 & 14 Vict. c. 61), did not by section 14, which 


gave an appeal if either party should be dissatisfied ‘‘ with the determina- | 


tion or direction of the said court in point of law,’’ permit of an appeal 
from the decision of a county court judge upon an interlocutory proceeding 


| head, the 


} 


Q. B. D. 564. He continued :—These Acts, however, having been repealed, 
the present question must be decided by the language of the County Courts 
Act of 1888. Section 120 enacts: “‘If any a Saree ee 
shall be dissatisfied with the determination or of the j in 
wee of law, or equity, or upon the admission or rejection of q 
the y aggrieved may a) to the High Court,” &c., vided that 
then shell be no pti Ay ter of contract or tort chase thts debt or 
damage claimed does not exceed £20, &c. ‘‘ At the trial or hearing of any 
action or matter in which there is a right of appeal, the j > 
at the request of either party, shall make a note of any q 

of law raised at the trial or hearing, and of the facts in 
evidence in relation thereto and of his decision thereon, and 
of his decision of the action or mai *”; and by section 122,. 
on, the hearing of an appeal the High Court may order a new trial or order 
judgment to be entered for any party or make a final or other order,”’ &c. 
Now, let us see whether the plaintiff, the present appellant, brings himself 
within these provisions. He is “‘a party” in the action and alleges that 
he is dissatistied with the determination or direction of the judge in point 
of law, and he desires to appeal from the order of the court. The order 
complained of was not, however, made “at the trial’’ of the action, but 
on a subsequent occasion. The a) t asks that judgment may be 
entered for him in accordance with the finding of the jury at the trial. 
The appellant, therefore, brings himself within all the conditions of the 
section except the requirement—if it be one—that the order should have 
been made “ at the trial’’ of the action. Im this case, as we have said, 
the order was made on an occasion subsequent to the trial, but it might, 1f 
the defendants had then applied, have been made at the trial, and when 
made it took from the plaintiff the benefit of the judgment he had already 
obtained. Now, what is the state of the authorities on the construction of 
the Act of 1888? It has been held by a divisional court in Dinger v. 
Mathews (88 L. T. 139), following Carruthers v. Fisher, decided on the 20th of 
November, 1889, and also, as we are informed by counsel in the case, in 
Murtagh v. Barry (38 W. R. 526, 24 Q. B. D. 632), that an appeal will lie 
against an order of a county court judge granting a new trial where such 
an order has been made on a mistaken view of the law. It certainly seems 
more emvenient, where the judge has granted a new trial on a mistaken 
view of the law applicable to the case, and where, therefore, the party 

appealing is entitled to retain the verdict he has already got, that the appel- 
lant should be at liberty to come to the court of appeal at once and have 

the mistake rectified, and the original verdict restored, rather than that he 
should wait till after all the expense of the new trial has been incurred and 
then appeal against the misdirection of the county court judge at the. new 
trial, when the same result could be produced without mse and delay 
by appealing at once from the order for the new trial. . This view of the 
law is not only convenient, but has the authority of the two cases cited, 
and in no way conflicts with any. It should be borne in mind that this 
does not involve the position that there is a right of appeal against the 
refusal of the judge to grant a new trial. such a case there is an 
— against the ‘‘ determination or direction of the judge at the trial,” 
and to hold that there is also an appeal against his subsequent refusal to alter 
that determination or direction is, in effect, indirectly to extend the time 

for appealing from the original determination or direction of the judge. 

For these reasons we are of opinion that an ap does lie against an 
order of the judge granting a new trial, and thereby, in effect, altering the 

decision of the action arrived at on the trial. Such an ps however, 

like other appeals against an order of a county court judge, only lies 

on some point of law or equity, and we must now consider this point, 

which we specially reserved. Where the judge had granted a new trial 

on the ground that the verdict was against the evidence, it was held that 

no appeal would lie: Wilton v. Leeds Forge Valley Co. (32 W.R. 461). In 
that case it was laid down by Coleridge, L.J., that, where the county 
court judge has granted a new trial on the ground that the verdict is 
against the weight of the evidence, he is the sole judge of the question of 

fact whether that is so or not. In-the case now before us the learned 
judge has granted a new trial, solely on questions of fact, and I cannot 

discover that he has made any mistake of law, and therefore we have no 

jurisdiction to hear this appeal. As there will be a new trial it may be 

as well to mention one point which arises. The learned judge says that 

he asked the jury whether, if the truck was sent out in a dirty and im- 

proper condition, the injury to the calves was caused thereby, or wholly 

or in a material part by the plaintiff's own conduct in his treatment of 

them. What is meant by ‘‘in a material part’’ is open to misconstrac- 

tion, but may have been properly explained to the jury. If, for instance, 

the calves were injured to the extent of 2s. 6d. a head when they to 

their destination owing to the improper condition of the truck, sub- 

sequently sustained further injury to the extent of 7s. 6d. a head, or 10s. 

| altogether, owing to the plaintiff's having been guilty of unreasonable 

| conduct in allowing them to remain in the truck all night without 

| food, then the plaintiff is not entitled to recover the whole damage 

; of 10s. a head; but he is not the less entitled to recover 2s. 6d. a 

caused by the defendant’s breach of contract, because 

his unreasonable and im conduct, caused addi- 

f, on the other hand, when the calves arrived at their 





| he has himself, 
tional damage. 


| destination, they would have sustained no injury if properly attended to— 


and a prudent and reasonable man ought to, have had them so 
attended to—then the defendant’s breach of duty has, in fact, caused no 
damage to the plaintiff, but the whole is due to his own unreasonable and 


such as a review of taxation of costs: Carr v. Stringer, E. B. & E. 123; | imprudent conduct, and in that case he cannot recover anything. We 


and that it had also been decided that under section 18 of the County 
Courts Act, 1865 (28 & 29 Vict. c. 99), which gave an appeal “from the 


mention this in order to avoid any difficulty at the subsequent trial, but 
as, for the reasons given, we have no jurisdiction to hear the case, the 


determination or direction of a judge of « county court on any matter of | appeal must be dismissed, with costs. Appeal dismissed ‘ 
to the Court of Appeal.—Covnsat, Cooper ; 
. H, Mason, 


law or equity,’’ there was an appeal from the county court ju in 


interlocutory proceedings in equity; Jonas vy. Long, 36 W. R. 315, 20] Shearman, Soxicrron, 


Leave was given to ap 
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ARBITRATION — SuRMIsstion — WRITTEN AGREEMENT — SIGNATURE BY ONE 
Parry onty—Anrsirration Act, 1889 (52 & 53 Vict. c. 49), s. 27. 


The question in this case was whether there had been a submission to 
arbitration within the meaning of section 27 of the Arbitration Act, 1889, 
which provides that ‘‘ ‘submission’ means a written agreement to sub- 
mit present or future differences to arbitration, whether an arbitrator is 
named therein or not.’’ The action was for the price of goods sold by 
the plaintiffs to the defendants. On the 13th of February, 1891, the 
defendants sent a bought note to the plaintiffs’ agents, which contained a 

. provision, “‘ any dispute arising on this contract to be settled by arbitra- 
tion in Liverpool ’’ ; the note was signed by the defendants. On the same 
day the plaintiffs’ agents signed a sold note, which contained no provision 
for arbitration. On the application of the defendants, Henn Collins, J “a 
in chambers, reversing the decision of the master, made an order 
referring the dispute in the action to arbitration. The plaintiffs appealed, 
alleging that there had been no submission. 


Tue Covrr (Denman and Wuts, JJ.) allowed the appeal. Denman, J., 
said that everything depended on whether there was a submission within 
the meaning of the Act. The word “ submission’’ ran all through the 
Act, and in section 4 the expression “‘ party to a submission” was used. 
Section 27 explained what was meant by a submission, and he could not 
think that there was an agreement to submit unless it were on the face of 
it an agreement in wri‘ing signed by both parties, or by persons repre- 
senting them, shewing that they agreed to submit their differences to 
arbitration. A case in point had just been handed up by which the 
expression ‘‘ agreement in writing ’’ under the Attorneys and Solicitors 
Act, 1870, was interpreted to mean an agreement to which both parties 
had signed their names (Re Lewis, Ex parte Munro, 1Q. B. D. 724). The 
decision in the present case was in accordance with the old rule, that in 
order to oust the jurisdiction of the court there must be a clear agree- 
ment. Wits, J., doubted whether there was evidence of a contract at 
all (apart from the part performance which had taken place), but if there 
were a contract there was no submission within the Act unless there was 
an agreement by both parties. Otherwise, there might be a conflict of 
evidence and a discussion as to what was understood by either party, and 
that, as was said in the case under the Solicitors Act, was a sufficient 
reason for the decision. Appeal allowed.—Covnsen, Bailhache ; Mansfield. 
Souicrrors, Warriner & Kinch, for Lloyd & Pratt, Newport, Mon. ; Burton, 
Yeates, & Hart, for Tyrer, Kenyon, § Co., Liverpool. 


See 





Solicitors’ Cases. 
PRICE r. CROUCH—Q. B. Div., 2nd July. 


Soxicrro.— Lex ror Costs—AGREEMENT BETWEEN PLAINTIFF AND Derenp- 
ANT FOR SETTLEMENT or AcTION—COLLUSION. 


In this case a solicitor, who had acted for the plaintiff in an action, 
sought to recover from the defendant the plaintiff's taxed costs of the 
action, on the ground that the defendant had settled the case after having 
received notice of the lien of the plaintiff's solicitor for his costs, and that 
the settlement was collusive and arrived at with the object of depriving 
the solicitor of his costs. The action had proceeded for some months, 
pleadings had been delivered and considerable costs had been incurred. 
On the 15th of April, 1891, the plaintiff proposed to treat with the defend- 
ant’s solicitor as to terms of settlement ; the defendant's solicitors declined 
to treat, as the plaintiff was represented by a solicitor. On the 16th of 
April the plaintiff served upon the defendant’s solicitors a notice that he 
i to act in person instead of by his solicitor. On the 17th of April 
the defendant's solicitors received a letter from the plaintiff’s solicitor 
suggesting a compromise, and stating that the plaintiff would require his 
costs paid as between solicitor and client. The defendant’s solicitors replied 
by saying that they had received notice of change of solicitor, and on the 
same day an order was made staying further proceedings upon payment 


by the defendant to the plaintiff of £225 in full satisfaction of all claims | 


against the defendant and in settlement of the action. On the 20th of 


April the defendant's solicitors handed to the plaintiff the defendant's | 
cheque for £225. On the 22nd of April the defendant's solicitors received | 


from the plaintiff's solicitor a notice stating that he had a lien on all 


moneys recovered by the plaintiff in the action for his costs. The plain- | 


tiff’s solicitor, not having obtained his costs, took ont a summons asking 
“ that the costs of the plaintiff in this action may be taxed and paid by 
the defendant to the applicant, or, in the alternative, that the applicant 
may be at liberty to continue the proceedings in this action for the purpose 


of recovering the said costs.’ Henn Collins, J., in chambers, made the 
order, and the defendant appealed, alleging that the letter received on the 
1ith of April did not contain any notice of a lien, and that there had been 
no collusion between plaintiff and defendant. Ross v. Burton (42 Ch. D. 
190), Ex parte Morriwn (L. B. 4 Q. B. 153), Mozon v. Shephard (38 W. R. 
704, 24 Q B. D. 627), Dunthorne v. Bunbury (24 1. R. Ir. 6), and Brunsdon 
v. Allard (2 E. & FE. 19) were cited. 


Tae Corer (Dexmax and Wiis, JJ.) dismissed the appeal. Den- 
48, J., after stating the facts, said: I cannot decide this question 
on the ground that a strict notice of lien was shewn to have been given. 
I adopt, at all events for the purpoves of this decision, the view that the 
letter of the 16th of April only amounts to the expression of an expecta- 
tiom that certain costs will be provided for, but I think that even that is 
important in woe weoay Bey case; both the plaintiff and the solicitors 
for the defendant knew that there were costs which ought to be provided 
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for in respect of work which had gone some way towards recovering the 
money from the defendant, and t was obviously fair that the applicant 
should be rewarded. But the question is whether there is enough in this 
case to authorize the court to say that it comes within the meaning of the 
word ‘‘collusion.”” There certainly was evidence which would have 
justified the judge in finding that there was collusion. The meaning of 
that word (in the présent connection) does not go further than to denote 
an agreement between two of the parties with a knowledge that they are 
depriving another of his rights. Great stress was laid wpon Lord Camp- 
bell’s words in Brunsdon v. Allard, where he says that the parties to un 
action are not prevented “from coming to icompromise, the result of 
which is that the attorney loses his lien, provided that the arrangement 
is not a mere juggle between the parties entered into by them in collusion 
to deprive the attorney of his costs.’’ Ido not think that he meant that 
unless there was a ‘‘ mere juggle” there could be no collusion. Wight- 
man, J., mentions the true test—was the object of the arrangement to 
deprive the plaintiff's attorney of his costs? I think that in the present 
case the object of the bargain was to defeat the solicitor’s lien, and so to 
deprive him of the costs of the work which he had done. ‘That is suffi- 
cient to establish collusion, and I think, therefore, that we ought to up- 
hold the decision of Henn Collins, J., although the grounds of our 
judgment are not the same. Writs, J.—I am of the same opinion, and I 
base my judgment upon substantially the same grounds. I think that 
the notice of the 16th of April was not exactly a notice of lien, but I 
cannot doubt what the object of this arrangement was. It is obvious 
that if the solicitor’s costs were got rid of cheaper terms could be got for 
the defendant, and I think that the bargain was made with that object. 
Both the plaintiff and the defendant’s solicitors were well aware that 
considerable costs were due, and their conduct shews that they desired to 
defeat the applicant’s laim for them.—CounseL, J. D. Crawford ; Gore. 
Souicrrors, C. H. Hoare ; Oliver § Sons. 


Re PROCTOR—Q. B. Div., 3rd July. 

Costs—Taxation —Costs or Soxicrror ro Trustee—Assets not Excerp- 
ING £300—Costrs Payante ovr or Estate—Lower ScaLE—Bankrvuptcy 
Roxes, 1886, rn. 112. 

This case, which was referred by the taxing master to the bankruptcy 
judge for decision, raised an important question of costs. Application 
was made by the trustee in the bankruptcy, under section 55 of the Bank- 
ruptcy Act, 1883, for‘leave to disclaim a lease. The landlord appeared 
and opposed the application, but leave was given to the trustee to dis- 
| Claim, the costs of the landlord and the trustee being allowed out of the 
| estate. The costs of the landlord were taxed at £5 5s., and no objection 
| was raised in respect of them; but a question was raised as to the costs of 
the solicitor to the trustee, which were allowed at £21. The assets of the 
bankrupt were certified to be under £300, and it was contended by the 
Board of Trade that, under those circumstances, the costs of the trustee 
ought to be allowed on the lower scale, under rule 112 of the Bankruptcy 
Rules, 1886, which provides that ‘“‘ where the estimated assets of the debtor 
do not exceed the sum of three hundred pounds, a lower scale of solicitor’s 
costs shall be allowed in all proceedings under the Act m which costs are 
payable out of the estate—namely, three-fifths of the charges ordinarily 
allowed, disbursements being added.’? The taxing master was of the 
contrary opinion ; that rule 112 did not apply by reason of the fact that, 
although the costs were costs of proceedings under the Act, and were 
payable out of the estate, yet the court had a discretion to refuse to allow 
the trustee his costs out of the estate, although it might be a discretion 
which would only be exercised on very rare occasions. The question was 
now referred to Cave, J., for decision. 


Cave, J., said that the contention of the Board of Trade was the right 
one. The rule provided that where the estimated assets of the debtor did 
not exceed £300 a lower scale of solicitor’s costs should be allowed in all 
proceedings under the Act in which costs were payable out of the estate— 
namely, three-fifths of the charges ordinarily allowed. The present case 
fulfilled all these provisions. The proceeding was a proceeding 
under the Act, rendered necessary and contemplated by the Act. The 
costs of that proceeding were payable out of the estate, and the solicitor 
employed would look to the estate for his costs. The case of Re Dowson 
(21 Q. B. D. 417), which had been cited, was not applicable, as the costs 
there were costs of a third party. Also the case of Re Parfitt (23 Q. B. D. 
40) dealt with conveyancing costs, and not with the costs contemplated by 
the scale of solicitor’s costs which was set out by the rules. The present 
| case came entirely within the language of the rule. There could be no 
| doubt the rule was intended to apply to such a case, and the solici- 
tor must be content with three-fifths. —Counse., Muir Mackenzie ; Stevenson. 
Soricrrors, The Solicitor to the Board of Trade; Clinton & Co. 








LAW SOCIETIES, - 
SOLICITORS’ BENEVOLENT ASSOCIATION, 


The usual monthly meeting of the board of directors of this association 
was held at the Law Institution, Chancery-lane, London, on Wednesday, 
the &th inst., Mr. Robert Cunliffe in the chair. The other directors 
present were, Messrs. W. B. Brook, H. Morten Cotton, G. B. Gregory, 
Samuel Harris (Leicester), Edwin Hedger, Henry Roscoe, R. W. Tweedie, 
W. Melmoth Walters, Frederic I’. Woolbert, and J.T. Scott (secretary). 
A sum of £460 was distributed in grants of relief, fifty new members were 
admitted to the aseociation, aud other general business was transacted, 
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LAW ASSOCIATION. 


At a meeting of the directors, held at the Hall of the Incorporated Law 
Society, on Thursday, the 9th inst.—the any 4 being present—viz., 
Mr. Laurence Desborough (chairman), Messrs. - Cronin, 8. J. Daw, 
A. E. Finch, J. Lucas, A. Toovey, and Arthur ‘Cuniiae (secretary)—a 
sum of £55 was distributed in grants of relief, three new members were 
elected, and the ordinary general business was transacted. 





THE BAR COMMITTEE, 


INTERROGATORIES AND InspEcTION In Common Law Actions. 

The following report of a sub-committee, consisting of Mr. Forbes, 
Q.C., Mr. Bucknill, Q.C., Mr. W. R. Kennedy, Q.C., and Messrs. K. E. 
Digby, W. English Harrison, and Joseph Walton, respecting interroga- 
tories and inspection in common law actions has just been adopted by the 
Bar Committee :— 

** Your sub-committee have carefully considered the question raised by 
the observations of the Master of the Rolls in the House of Lords on J aly 
17, 1890, with regard to the practice of administering interrogatories and 
obtaining discovery of documents in the Queen’s Bench Division. They 
agree with the view that the powers of obtaining discovery under the exist- 
ing rules are often abused, and the costs cf an action thereby needlessly 
increased, but they do not think that it is desirable or even possible to dis- 
pense altogether in the Queen’s Bench Division cither with interrogatories 
or with discovery of documents. They conceive that the object to be 
arrived at is to remove the abuses of the present practice, while render- 
ing more effective the important instrument of discovery which is supplied 
by both methods. 

‘*They consider that there is in general a great difference in point of 
importance between interrogatories and discovery of documents. If either 
side is in possession of any “document relevant to the case it seems clear 
that, in the interests of justice and economy, there should be no delay in 
the disclosure of it to the other side. Nothing tends so much to stop un- 
necessary litigation as the earliest possible disclosure of the strength or 
weakness of a case. They think that the existing rule which requires a 
deposit of £5 to be paid before discovery can be obtained is objectionable 
in principle and ineffectual in practice. It often operates in the case of 
a poor litigant to prevent discovery in a case where discovery is required, 
while it has no operation where the party seeking discovery is possessed of 
means. The costs recoverable on taxation upon the paying in and taking 
out the £5 are wholly disproportionate, and amount to more than 25 per 
cent. on the security. ‘They recommend the abolition of the rule contained 
in ord. 31, r. 26, and, with regard to discovery of documents generally, 
they recommend :— 

**1. That the defendant by indorsement on his statement of defence 
and the plaintiff by indorsement on his reply, or either party by notice 
delivered subsequently, should be entitled to claim the usual affidavit of 
discovery, and that thereupon the opposite party should within ten days 
after delivery of the indorsed pleading or of the notice file such affidavit, 
subject to the power of the court or a judge to order such affidavit to be 
filed at any other stage of the action. 

“2. In the case of any proceedings being taken by any party to an 
action in regard to the sufficiency of the opportunity given by his 
opponent for inspecting and taking copies of documents for which no 
privilege is claimed, or in regard to claims of privilege in respect of any 
document, the costs of such proceedings, in the absence of special cir- 
cumstances, should always follow the event of the application. 

‘With regard to interrogatories, the case is, they think, different. 
They agree with the view that in very many of the cases in ‘which they 
are administered little or no result is obtained, except a considerable 
increase of cost and delay. But they think there are, on the other hand, 
cases where it is essential that interrogatories should be administered. 
For instance, when a party to an action has himself no knowledge of the 
circumstances, as is the case of a personal representative or a surety, as a 
general rule, the litigant should have the power of administering inter- 
rogatories. There are, again, other cases, incapable of classification, in 
which the exercise of such a power is useful, even though not absolutely 
necessary. Often incidental advantages arise, although the interroga- 
tories and answers may not be put in evidence at the trial. Sometimes 
interrogatories, or the answers to them, stop an action ; and, more often 
still, they elicit information which materially narrows the issues to be 
tried. Your sub-committee think that these considerations point to the 
advisability, not of the abolition, but of the more effective control of the 
power of administering interrcgatories. 

“They think that the objections to the £5 rule apply to the case of in- 
terrogatories as well as to the case of discovery of documents. They 
recommend in this case also the abolition of the rule, and they are in- 
clined to think that, in order to provide an effective c heck upon unnecessary 
or unreasonable interrogatories, it would be desirable to revert to the for- 
mer practice—viz., that the judge or master in chambers should consider 
and decide, not merely whether the case is one in which interrogatories 
may properly be administered, but also whether the particular interroga- 
tories proposed should be allowed. They think that, in order to give the 
party to be interrogated a fair opportunity of challenging any particular 
interrogatory, a copy of the proposed interrogatories should served 
with the summons. 

‘** They think that the party interrogated, if the judge or the master 
allows the proposed inte rrogatories, should not be permitted to raise any 
objection in his affidavit in answer, except on the ground that answering 
may tend to incriminate him, 

“They think further that in many cases the necessity for oe gre 
might be obviated if a more stringent rule were adopted with regard to 
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delay is ere present caused b 7 re particulars, and for further 
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the action. They therefore think that a intiff and a 
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to deliver with his ame oy J 
particulars ; and that in the event of an order being made for particulars, 
or for further and better , the cost of obtaining such order 
should, in the absence of special circumstances, be i my Begg party 
whose failure to give any, or any er particulars with pleading 
rendered such order necessary. If an order is refused the 
who took out the summons should:pay the costs attending the same.’ 








LAW STUDENTS’ JOURNAL. 
INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY. 
Frvat Examination. 


The following candidates (whose names are in alphabetical order) were 
successful at the Final Examination held on the 16th and 17th of June, 
1891 :— 


Adderley, Rupert Thomas Evans, Arthur Acton 


Amphlett, James Evans, Richard Gwynne 
Ade rew, Sidney Evans, Thomas 
, William Firth, William 


Fisher, Theodore 

Frater, Frederic Moses 
Furneaux, John Mudge 
Gardiner, Walter Dougla; 


Ashe William Shipley 
Baker, Herbert Kendra 
Bale, Arthur Edwin 
Barlow, Thomas 
Barnes, Nicolas Edmund Geake, Arthur 
Barrow, Richard Sowton Gibson, Edward Morris 
Bennett, Anthony Henry Armitage Gibson, Richard Ernest Hooper 
Bennett, Frank Clayton Gocher, Leonard wee 
Berkeley Charles Walter Gofton, William Smith 
Berridge, Harry Morpott Gonin, Alphonse Willett 
Biddle, George William Gostling, Charles 
Birkett, John Stanwell, B.A. Gould, Arthur R 
Blazeby, Horace Henry Grave, Foster 
Blunt, Arthur Giraud Gray, Charles Herbert 
Boulton, Frederic James Greenish, Samuel Knethell 
Brabner, George Harold Gregson, William Eugene 
Bradby, Edward Hugh Falkwine, (ustard, Walter Stafford 

BA 


Brandreth, Colvin, B.A. Hales, Frederick William 
Bransbury, John, B.A. 

Brewis, Bertram 

Brigstocke, Augustus, B.A. Hamer, ur 
Brutton, George Kingston Hall Harratt 

Bryan, Frank Smith 
Bunnett, George a 4 
Burr, Frederick John, 
Caldecot, Leicester 
Canham, Alfred Henry 


Hay-Chapman, Francis ie Frederick 


Capes, Robert Henderson, Gouge Williane 

Carlisle, Ernest James, B.A. Hickson, George 

Carr, Edward Hill, Henry Egan, -. So ¥¥ 

Carter, H Wilfred H Leicester Moun 
halk, John B ag oe William, B.A. 


Chalk, John Henry s 
Champion, Edward Frank, LL.B. Hodges, Francis Knowell 


Clarke, Arthur omer, Alfred 

Clarke, Arthur Edwin Hopkins, Henry Russell 
Cohen, Baruch Howard, Allen 
Conway, Philip Charles Hoyle, Theodore 
Cooper, Arthur Savage Hudson, Robert 


Hughes, Edward Percival Whitley 
Hurd, Samuel Martin 

Ingle, William Brouncker 

Jackson, Edward McDonald Caunter 
Jackson, John Herbert 

Jackson, William, B.A. 

Joblin, Francis Edward 

Johnson, Arthur Palmer, B.A. 


Cooper, John Richmond 
Coote, John 

Coulson, Henry Lewis 
Crellin, Henry, B.A. 
Cuff, Arthur Yilliam 
Culross, William 
Davidson, Norman 
Davies, Colin Rees 


Davies, Jonah Johnson, J Edwin 
Davies-< Yolley, Thomas Henry, B.A. Jones, James Edmund W oodstock, 
Davies, Will am Richards B.A. 

Dodd, Oyril Jones, Owen Tudor 

Donisthorpe, Edmund Russell, B.A. ann, Whlliam Percival, B.A. 
Draper, I Arold Irving ay, Arthur 

Dunning, Humphrey Perey ay, Seman Sellers 


Dunster, Edward Luiz k t, Edward Boards 
Fagloeton, Leonard Osborne Knowles, John 

Eaton, Frank Ernest Langley, Henry Gilchrist 
Rddison, John Arthur, B.A. Lavers Smith, Hamilton, B.A. 
Kdgley, Walter Leake, John it 

Kisdell, Joseph Carter Leesmith, Bryan Lee, B.A. 
Emanuel, Charles Ansell Legender, William Pearson 
Emanuel, Jonas Jacobs Ley, Frank Ernest Rooke 
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Liddle, Charles Gordon Rehder, Ernst Adolf Holden, Alfred Philip Perry, Arthur William 
Linnell, Herbert Rhodes, Arthur Elliot Horten, William Hurlstone Piercy, George Hugh 
Lloyi, John Richard Rhodes, James Furness Hossell, Herbert Pigott, William 
Long, Alexander John Wakeman __ Ritson, Cecil Spark Howell, Edmund Gwynne Plummer, Lambert 


ten, Frederic Fergus, B.A. 
Magniac ooo Oba peor 

. rles Vernon 
Mansford, Henry 
Martin, Harold, M.A. 
Martineau, Gerald, LL.B. 
Martyn, John Ley Kempthorne 
Marvin, Reginald Yelf 
Mason, George Percival 
Mathews, Henry Noble 
Mawby, Frederick Tusting 
Mawdesley, Thomas Smith, LL.B. 
Maxwell, James Graham, B.A. 
Maynard, Samuel Tomkins 
Mayo, Thomas Worsfold 
Meakin, James Robinson 
Menneer, William Henry 
Michelmore, Philip, B.A. 
Mills, Albert Thomas 
Moore, Arthur Collin, B.A. 
Moore, Robert Newbould 
Mosley, Godfrey, B.A. 
Muddiman, Joseph George, B.A. 
Mullens, Harold Arthur 
Musgrove, Arthur 
Mylchreest, Claude Wathew 
Neate, Rayner Maurice, LL.M, B.A. 
Newbegin, Ernest Warne 
Nicholls, Percy James 
Nicholson, Charles Lothian 
Nimmo, David 
Norton, Theodore 
Oldham, Ernest Fitzjohn 
Osborne, Algernon Willoughby, B.A. 
Ouvry, Ernest Canington 
Parkinson, Joseph 
Pearson, John Dawson 
Peet, Henry 
Peet, Thomas Ernest, LL.B. 
Pickin, William John 
Pierce-Lewis, John 
Pollock, Robert Gordon 
Porter, Leonard Lachlan 
Porter, Roderick 
Postlethwaite, George Burrow, B.A. 
Powell, George Gordon, B.A. 

ice, John 

Pye, George 

, Thomas Charles Martelli 
Radcliffe, Vincent 
Reddish, Henry Lupton 
Redgate, William Herbert 


Ritson, George Spark 
Roberts, Edwyn Turner 
Roberts, Elias 

Roberts, George Cecil 
Robinson, Charles 

Robson, Alexander 

Robson, Leonard Gray 
Roscoe, Henry Lincoln, B.A. 
Ruff, John Pinn 

Sale, Frederic William Reed 
Sandford, Leslie Gordon 
Saunders, Ernest Henry 
Scammell, Stephen Malcolm 
Simmonds, George May 
Skelton, John Ambrose 
Slade, Evan Martin 

Slocock, Arthur Edmund Oliver, M.A. 
Smith, Arthur 

Smith, William Hubert, B.A. 
Southwell, Harry Glanville 
Steele, Henry Squire 

Stooke, Charles 

Stowell, Richard Tatham 
Stuart, Hubert Langham 
Sugden, Herbert Stanley 
Taylor, Frederick Percy 
Thomas, Sidney Herbert 
Thompson, James Richard 
Traill, Walter Sinclair 
Treasure, Frank 

Tucker, William Robey 
Tweed, Robert Peers Fenn 
Veitch, Harry Morgan 
Wagner, Albert James 
Walker, Albert William Joseph 
Walton, Herbert Henry Bishop, B.A. 
Watkins, Charles 

Watson, Samuel 

Watts, Henry Walter 
Wedlake, Charles Noel 
Wheatley, James Byers 
Wheeler, George Gabriel Glasspool 
White, Edward Aubrey 
Whiteley, Frederick James 
Williams, John Lee Bromley 
Wilson, Brereton Knyvet 
Wilson, John 

Windus, John Edward 
Woolnough, Charles Walter 
Worth, Stanley Baldwin 
Wright, Arthur Ernest 





INTERMEDIATE EXAMINATION. 


The following candidates (whose names are in alphabetical order) were 
successful at the Intermediate Examination held on the 18th of June, 


1891 :-— 
Addison, George Bramsdon 
Aleock, Frank Morley 


Alston, Robert Graham Fitzgerald 
Andrews, George Wilton 
Archer, Francis William 
Saber Hieuny 3 Henry 

% Mills, B.A. 
Baxter, Joseph Henry 
Bertram, Julius, B.A. 
Blackburst, Alfred 
Blakemore, Arthur Villiers, B.A. 
Bloxam, William Richard 
Bristow, Arnold Wilson 
Brown, Henry Percy 
Brown, Oswald Charles Bernard 
Butt, Samuel Alford 

: Donald 


q — 
‘hapman, Arthur 
, Thomas 
. Herbert Freeman 

one Charlie 

George Riley 
Clarke, Joseph Robert 
Clay, Sidney ae 
Clayton, George Alfred 
Clinton, Norman 
Cockshett, Arthur 
Cxtemen, William Arthur 
Jowway, Perey Lee 
Cawley, Frederic Jobn 


Craven, Mark Herbert 
Cumberland, William Bentick 
Cundall, Alfred William 
Davies, Myles Fenton, B.A. 
Davies, Ottley Wilding 
Davies, William James 
Dawson, Conrad Edward 
Draycott, Arthur 

Driver, Newton Graeme 
Durrant, Arthur Ernest 

Ellis, Cecil Flower 

Farrer, Noel Maitland, B.A. 
Fell, Basil Haig, LL.B. 
Fletcher, Carteret Ernest, B.A. 
Francis, Arthur Edward 
Fraser, Henry Edwin 

Frost, William 

Gibbs, Joseph Archibald Youngman 
Gill, Henry Howes Courtenay 
Gold, Philip, B.A. 

Goode, William Winter 
CGrranger, Thomas Henry 
Greening, Claude 

Hallam, Robert 

Hawes, Robert Porswm, A 
Heilmann, Peter Jow ph 
Herington, George Alfred 
Hiatt, Charles Thomas John 
Hildesheim, Paul, 1.4 

Hille, Gerald Hewett French 
Hincheliffe, Arthur Rdward Townend 


Porter, Hugh De Bock 


Howell, Marmaduke Gwynne 
Press, Edward Payne 


Hubbard, Nathaniel William 
Hudson, Frank Russell Pugsley, John Follett 
Hunter, Charles Herbert, B.A. Reed, Frederick 
Huntsman, George Alexander Irvine, Riley, Alfred 
B.A Rix, Wilton John 
Roberts, Frank Owen, B.A., LL.B. 
Roberts, Nathaniel 
Sale, Reginald William, B.A. 
Sapte, Fitzroy 
Saville, Harry, B.A. 
Sedgwick, Ernest Howard 


Jackson, Cyril Hugh, B.A. 
Jarvis, John Sidney 
Jones, Edward Owen 
Jones, Frederick Graham 
Jones, Harry 
Joy, Richard Eustace, B.A. 
Kidson, Arthur Frederic Serpell, Charles Robert 
Kirk, Thomas Laurence Shapland, Frederick George Westa- 
Knee, Alfred William Colston cott 
Lamb, Thomas Edgar Simey, George Iliff, B.A. 
Lancaster, Eric Allport, B.A., LL.B. Simon, George Alfred 
Laurie, Walter David, B.A. Smith, Alfred Gerald 
Levick, William Parry Smith, Charles 
Lewis, Robert Ajax Smith, George Newham 
Litchfield, Arthur Erasmus, B.A. Speeding, James Habersham 
Lodge, Joseph Sprott, Herbert 
Lydall, Herbert Wykeham Squire, Charles 
Mackay, William Gayer Starbuck Stainer, Herbert 
Makin, Thomas Steavenson, Henry Gordon 
Marsh, Ernest John, B.A. Steel, Arthur Dyne, B.A. 
Martin, Herbert Magub Stevens, Headland 
Maxwell, William George Sturton, Walter Harold 
Maycock, Bernard Joseph, B.A. Tangye, Allan 
Mayo, Charles Joseph Tarn, Frank Gerard 
Meikle, James Edward Taylor, Joseph Turner 
Miles, Gilbert Thomas, Herbert Francis 
Miller, George Cospatrick Muirhead Thompson, David 
Mills, Walter Wilgress, B.A. Thompson, Thomas Reuben 
Milward, Etienne Harding Turnbull, Thomas 
Molony, James Rowlgnd Hamilton, Vickers, Charles Ernest 

B.A Waddington, Henry Heywood 
Wadsworth, Henry Hodgson 
Wallace, Frank 
Wareham, Frederick William 
Warmington, Harold Henry 
Wheeler, Henry Nicholas 
Wigg, Leslie Weston 
Wigram, Robert Ainger, B.A. 
Williams, Henry William 
Williamson, James Brindley, B A 
Williamson, William McConnell 
Wilson, John 


Moon, Walter 

Moresby, Charles 

Morgan, Charlton Elliot 
Morrish, Harold Gabriel, B.A. 
Nicholl, Francis William 
Nixon, Arthur Cooper, B.A. 
Norrish, John Sydney 
Ovington, Cecil Ohren, B.A. 
Paddison, Alfred 

Payn, Sydenham Armstrong 
Pearse, Theed 

Pearson, Frank 








LEGAL NEWS. 


APPOINTMENTS. 

Mr. Epear Bantrne, solicitor. of 3, Serle-street, London, W.C., has 
been appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Banting was admitted a 
solicitor in April, 1885. 

Mr. Wavtex Wiiitam Bronte, solicitor, of Llanelly, has been appointed 
a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Brodie was admitted a solicitor in March, 
1885. 


Mr. Tuomas Witi1am Coxon, B.A., solicitor (of the firm of J. & H. F. 
Gadsby & Coxon), of Derby, has been appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. 
Mr. Coxon was admitted a solicitor in December, 1883. 


Mr. Tuomas Atrrep Capron, solicitor, of Grays, Essex, has been ap- 
pointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Capron was admitted « solicitor 
in August, 1888. He is vestry clerk for Grays Thurrock, and clerk to 
West Thurrock School Board. 


Mr. Epmunp Gtitart, solicitor (of the firm of Howell, Evans, & 
Gillart), of Machynlleth, has been appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. 





Mr. Gillart was admitted a solicitor in April, 1884. 


Mr. Tuomas Wi» Mark.anp, solicitor, of Manchester, hasbeen appointed 
| a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Markland was admitted a solicitor in April, 
| 1885 


Mr. Wiiu1am Antruve Noxnis, solicitor (of the firm of Hart & Norris), of 
Peterborough, has been appointed a Commissioner for ORths. Mr. Norris 
| Was admitted a solicitor in April, 1885. 


| Mr. Hexny Weereen Pace Puititrs, solicitor (of the firm of Beal, 
Phillips, & Beal), of 49, Finsbury-pavement, E.C., has been appointed a 
Commissioner of Oaths. Mr. Phillips was admitted a solicitor in December, 
| 1884 

Mr. Hewnuy J. H. Bet, solicitor (of the firm of Ball & Ball), of 11, New- 
|ion, Strand, London, and Hammersmith and Wandeworth, has been 
appointed a Commisdoner to administer Oaths, 


| Mr. HM. Bowpras, C., of the Western Circuit, has been appointed 
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a Royal Commissioner of Assize, to go on the South Wales Circuit in place 
of Mr. Justice Collins, who is sitting in the Probate and Admiralty 
Division for Sir Charles Butt. 


Mr. Henry Cuartes Rasy, solicitor (of the firm of Hockin, Raby, 
& Beckton), of Manchester, has been appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. 
Mr. Raby was admitted a solicitor in May, 1876. 


Mr. James Horker Svurcitirre, solicitor, of Darwen, has been appointed 
a Commussioner for Oaths. Mr. Sutcliffe was admitted a solicitor in 
January, 1882. 


Mr. Wiiu1am Exuiorr Snow, solicitor (of the firm of Snow, Snow, & 
Fox), of 7, Great St. Thomas Apostle, E.C., has been appointed a Com- 
missioner for Oaths. Mr. Snow was admitted a solicitor in April, 1883. 
He is a commissioner for Queensland. 


Mr. Watrer Morcan WIttcocks, solicitor, of 109, Lavender-hill, 8.W., 
has been appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Willcocks was admitted 
a solicitor in March, 1885. 


Mr. Georce Reeinatp Grant, solicitor, of 40, Norfolk-street, Strand, 
W.C., has been appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Grant was ad- 
mitted a solicitor in July, 1884. 


Mr. Joun Henry Gen, solicitor (of the firm of Marrack, Nalder, 
Hockin, & Genn), of Falmouth, has been appointed a Commissioner for 
Oaths. Mr. Genn was admitted a solicitor in November, 1880. He 
is a notary, town clerk, clerk to the borough justices, clerk to the 
guardians, reral sanitary authority, assessment and school attendance 
committees, and superintendent-registrar. 


Mr. Georce Harry Howcrort, M.A., solicitor, of Dudley, has been ap- 
pointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Holcroft was admitted a solicitor 
in February, 1884. 


Mr. Atzert Howe, solicitor, of Sheffield, has been appointed a Com- 
missioner for Oaths. Mr. Howe was admitted a solicitor in February, 
1885, after having passed the final examination with honours. 


Mr. Frepertck Cutver James, solicitor, of 9, Quality-court, Chancery- 
lane, W.C., has been appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. James was 
admitted a’ solicitor in December, 1877. 





CIANGES IN PARTNERSHIPS. 
DIssoLurIons. 


and Epwarp Maur Hvtron, solicitors, 
The said William Lawrance Bell will 
June 30. 

Ro»ert Atrpuonsus Hartine and Artuur Guy Ex.is, 24, Lincoln’s-inn- 
fields, London (Harting, Son, & Ellis). July 1. [ Gazette, July 3. 


43, 


Wittiam Lawrance Beri 
Southampton (Bell & Hutton). 
henceforth carry on the said business alone. 


Francts CoLtemaAn Eyans and Joun Burper Bartcuetor, solicitors, 
Great Tower-street, London (Evans & Batchelor). June 24. 
[ Gazette, July 7. 





GENERAL. 


We are glad to learn that a most satisfactory answer has been made to 
the appeal of Messrs. Sweet & Maxwell (Limited) to the profession on 
behalf of the scheme of the ‘‘ Revised Reports.” 


lt was announced on Wednesday that the Lord Chief Justice, with the 
concurrence of the other judges who were accessible, had decided not to 
sit on Saturday, so as to enable members of the volunteer force to attend 
the review before the German Emperor on that day. 


At a meeting of the Court of Common Council on Thursday last week a 
report was submitted from the officers and clerks’ committee in relation 
to the official salary of Sir Jobn B. Monckton, the town clerk, who was 
elected to that office in 1873, and whose emoluments had been increased 
from time to time until they were now £3,000 a year. The committee 
unanimously recommended that his salary should be increased to £3,500, 
which was to be the maximum. Mr. 'T. H. Ellis moved the adoption of 
the report. Mr. W. J. Fraser, as an amendment, proposed that, as 
£3,000 was a handsome and liberal remuneration for the town clerk, no 
further increase be made. Mr. Stapley and Mr. Malthouse opposed the 
committee’s report, while Mr. G. N. Johnson, the chief commoner, Sir 
Francis Truscott, Major Joseph, Mr. Price, and Mr. W. H. Williamson 
warmly supported the recommendation. On a ballot being taken the 
proposed increase to £3,500 was carried by 113 votes against 43. 


On the 5th inst. all the six cases in the cause list of Mr. 
were called without any of the parties appearing. After an interval, the 
cases were called again, but only one case proved effective, and the rest 
were struck out, the day's business being finished by 11 a.m. Mr, 
Justice Romer, addressing Mr. Chadwyck-Healey, Q.C, (the only Queen's 
counsel in court), said that it was not right that the solicitors in so many 
cases should neglect to inform the officer of the court that such cases were 
not effective. Only one case out of the six had come on for hearing. 
Mr. Chadwyck-Healey said he had spoken to Mr. Neville, Q.C., about 
the cases in the list, and, with the exception of the one effective case, 


neither counsel was engaged ye the parties and their solicitors 
were not quite ready with cases included in the new transfer to his 
lordship. Mr. Justice Komer said that solicitors ought to remember that 
they had a duty to the court. Only yesterday the sume thing had 


court net being informed with regard to the 
vither non-effective or oceupying only a short 


happened, Owlng to the 
a number of cas 


cams, 





Justice Romer | 





time had been placed in the list, with the result that his lordship had been 
obliged to rise soon after 12 o’clock. 


At the Marylebone Police Court, on the 6th inst., Walter Cooper, of [> 
Maplin-street, Mile-end-road, was summoned by. the Inco; 
Society for falsely pretending to be a solicitor. Mr. C. 0. oe Fa 
solicitor, appeared in support of the summons, and Mr. Moore, 
defended. Mr. ar said that a gentleman named Stuart had 
some work done at his house by a Mr. Housego, a builder, of Harford- 
street, Mile-end-road. There was a a fone about the bill sent in, and 
Mr. Housego intimated that he —_ apply to a solicitor about the 
matter. A day or two afterwards Mr. Stuart received the following 
letter :—‘‘ 48, Maplin-street, Mile-end- road, E., 6-5-91. Dear Sir,— 
Mr, Housego, builder, 30, Harford-street, Mile-end-road, has requested 
me to apply to you forthe sum of £48 for work done. I must request that 
you remit 1t not later than Friday, the 8th inst. Should you to do 
so shall proceed to recover for same without further notice. Trasting you 
will avoid the expense, yours respectfully, W. Coorgr. Donald 
Stuart.”” Mr. Stuart took the letter, which he believed to be from a soli- 
citor, to his own solicitor, telling him that he disputed the debt. The soli- 
citor, finding that the writer was not on the rolls, informed the Law 
Society of the matter, and these proceedings were then ordered. Evidence 
having been given for the defence, it was admitted that the defendant 
wrote the letter, but it was urged that he had done it with no fraudulent 
intent. The defendant was the manager to a large firm of builders’ mer- 
chants at the East End. Mr. Housego was indebted to them, and, being 
pressed for his account, he said that he hada sum of money owing to him 
by Mr. Stuart, and when he was paid he would discharge his own 
account. He asked the defendant to write the letter, and he did so. 
There was no intention to hold the letter out as one from a solicitor. Mr. 
Cooke said that he was of opinion that the offence had been proved. It 
was very important that letters of this kind should not be written except 
by solicitors. He thought that the Law Society did their duty to the 
public in prosecuting in these cases. The defendant would be fined 40s., 
with the vosts. 








COURT PAPERS. 
SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE. 


Rota oF Reoistrars 1n ATTENDANCE ON 





Date Appeat Court Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
' No. 2. Curry. . Norra. 
poniey IU cciccanotnontents 13. Mr. Ward Mr. Clowes Mr. Godfrey 
EA IO He lt Pemberten Jackson Leach 
F Ward Clowes Godfrey 
16 Pemberton Jackson Leach 
1 Ward Clowes Godfrey 
Pemberton Jackson Leach 
Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
STiriixe. KEKEWICH. Rouen. 
Mr. Rolt Mr. Lavie Mr. Pugh 
Farmer Carrington Beal 
Rolt Lavie Pugh 
Carrington 
Rolt Lavie Pugh 
Farmer Carrington Beal 











BIRTHS, MARRIAGES, AND DEATHS. 
MARRIAGE. 
~Fisuer.—July 1, at St. Mary’s Church, Hampstead, Alfred Hugh Wake, solicitor, 
Caroline, youngest daughter of the late Joseph Timbrell Fisher, of The Grange, 


Waker 
to Edith 
Stroud, Glos, 


“ Evyxssis.”"—A Devicurrut Suave.—No soap, water, or brush required, only a tube of 
A. 8. Lioyd’s Euxesis and a razor. Shaving with “ Euxesis” becomes a pleasure, it 
softens the stiffest beard and leaves the skin cool, smooth, and free from irritation. 
genuine bears two signatures—** A. 8. Lloyd” in black, and “ Aimée Lio i 
refuse all others.—Sold by chemists, perfumers, and stores, or post-free for 6d. 
Luoyp & Co., 3, reet, Leicester-square, London.—-| Apvt.} 


Warsine To rvreypixe House Purcnasers & ——- - Before 
obs a have the Sanitary arrangements 
=f ag x © Ventilation Co., 65, 

permed fh wi 1875), who also also undertake the 
Vanity Fam yen -~A few Complete Sets of the Judges 

appeared in Vanity -, to date are still to be had on ication to the Publisher. 
ere are 36 C in all , per £2 10s. , Strand, London, 

W.c.— 


‘or 1s. 


Retilation of Cdliogs, een it ie 


(Apvr.]} 


WINDING UP NOTICES. 
London Gazette,—Frwipay, July 3. 
JOINT 8TOCK COMPANIES. 
Limrrep tx Caancerry. 


ul 
Hl 


Bevraciw Eerare, Lawerep June 2s, di 


pha eR 
before North, J., on Saturday, July 18. solor for petners. Notice | 
appearing must reach the abovenamed not not later than aebech tn the Ghemesn of 3 
Barris Brew epee a Co, Laarree ty yb > eee ee of 
be heart! on Jul Want & & Co, Graceehureh st, for petner. ation © eggune~ 
ing must reach mat ince than # werk ithe afterwonm  y 
Donn. Baormens, Lense Peta for June ®), directed! te be heard 
before North, J.. on Saturday, July 11. & Gon, Pounders’ Mall, solere for 
petners. Notice of appearing must reach the than 6 o'clak im the 


afternoan of July wo 

Piewens’ Geweeat Beery Oo, Lewrren Pete for winding “p, pemeeneet presente! June ®). dirwetet 
to be heard before Stirling, J. on July tt. ¢ at — . Condit st, sshers 
fur petners. Notice of appearing must reach ihe chovenamed 
the afternaon of July to 
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Josern Asnvortu & Co, Limrren—Petn for winding by hg presented Jume 27, directed to be 
heard on wT July 11. Bs mg ‘ Co, Lincoln’ —_ ee Sy oe for — & _ 
Sheffield, ior petner. Notice o' apuans m reac! e abovenamed not later 

than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of Jul 

uired, on or before Aug 4, to send their 


and the particulars of their debts or claims, to ‘Andrew Archer 
pom, ng st, Manchester. Crofton & Craven, Manchester, solors for liquidator 
Mayor Cotuiznizs Co, Linrren—Creditors are required, on or before Aug 15, to send their 
gre and addreSses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Samuel Greenhalgh, 
20, Acresfield, Bolton. Balshaw & Hodgkinson, Bolton, solors for liquidator 
Rep Moss Works Co, Limrrep—Petn for winding up, presented June 25, directed to be 
heard before Kekewich, J., on Saturday, July 11. Umpleby, Bloomsbury sq, solor for 


Russet, Corpyer, & Co, Linrrep—Creditors are required, on or before July 31, to a 
their names ond of addresses, and the particulars of their debts and claims, to Ernes' 
Henry Collins, 194, Coleman st 

Seampann Gop Mixtne Co, Limitev—Petn for winding up, presented July 2, directed to 
be heard on July 11. Robins & Co, Gresham House, Old Broad st, solors for petner. 
Notice of appearing must reach the abovenamed not later than 6 0 ‘clock in the afternoon 


of July 10 “ 
FRIENDLY SOCIETY DISSOLVED. | 


Risixe Sux Juvenite Text Frrexviy Society, Lecture Hall, Dalton in Furness, Lan- 
caster, on the ground that it is desired that the Society may be registered as a branch of | 
the Tokepentient Order of Rechabites, Salford Unity, Friendly Society. June 29 

London Gazette.—Turspay, July 7. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
LimitepD 1n CHANCERY. 

Georce Srreet Mitt Co, Limrren—Creditors are required, on or before July 31, to send 
their names and addresses of their solicitors to John a Garnett, 22, Booth st, Man- 
chester. Beaumont, Manchester, solor for John Philip Garnett 

Gtenpon Iron Co, Luurep—Petn for winding up, presented July 6, directed to b> heard 
on angered July 18. Smythe & Brettell, Staple inn, solors for petner. Notice of ap- 

ust reach the abovenamed not later than 6 o’clock in the py = of July 17 
— Austr Co, Luurrep—Creditors are uired, on or before Aug 7, to send their 
addresses, and yh egg of their debts or claims, to Richard Steele, | 

Globe. Alkali Co, Limited, St Helens. Bateson & Co, Liverpool, solors for liquidator 


FRIENDLY SOCIETIES DISSOLVED. 


Leeps Nortu-Eastern Provivent Society, Marsh lane Station, Leeds. July 4 
Warpovur House Workine Mey’s Civs Society, 58, Wardour st, Soho. July 4 





C&xe£DITORS’ NOTICES. 
UNDER ESTATES IN CHANCERY. 
Last Day or CLiam. 
London Gazette.—Fripay, June 26. 
Suey, Wi.t1am, Derby, Solicitor. July16. Wright v Briggs and Earp v Briggs, Chitty, 
J. Clifford, Derby a 
Epwarp, EvizaBeTH, Uager Kennington lane. July 16. Edward v Hendy, Stirling, J. 
s, Chancery lane 
Epwarps, Henry THRELKELD, Brighton, Accountant.. Aug 20. Potts v James, Stirling, 
J. Williamson & jherborne lane 
Evans, Anrucr Henry, Throgmorton st, Journalist. July 24. Haselden vy Evans, North, 
J. Lea, Old Jewry chmbrs : | 
Hinps, maaan, | Byfleet, Surrey, Esq. July 25. Fellowes v Hinds, North, J. Hollams, 
cing lane 
Merepitx, AnnE Howe tt, Lianidloes, Montgomery. Watkins v Warren, | 
Kekewich, J. Vanderpump & Eve, Philpot lane 
Waker, Tuomas James, Beechcroft, near Wolverhampton, Ironmonger. 
alker vy Lankester, Kekewich, J. Adams, Wolverhampton 


UNDER 22 & 23 VICT. CAP. 35. 
Last Day or Criarm. 


London Gazette.—Turspay, June 30. 
Assort, Epuunp, Clarendon rd, Clapham rd. Aug 1. Thomas & Metcalfe, Chancery 


July 23. 
July 23. 





lane 
Axep, Lucy, St James’ rd, Halifax. Aug1. Longbottom & Sons, Halifax 
Barr, Rey Ninian Hosier, Winchester. Augi1. Tylee & Mortimer, Romsey 


Barrow, Jane, Southport. Aug7. Banks & Co, Liverpool 
Barrow, Josern, Southport, Gent. Aug7. Banks & Co, Liverpool 


Bickrorp, Epwarp Oscar, Gorevale, Toronto, Canada. July 31. Batten & Co, George 
st, Westminster 
Brown, Acnes, Maryport, Cumbrid. Aug 2). Tyson & Hobson, Maryport 


Browy, Mary, Albert gate, Knightsbridge. Aug 31. Simpson & Co, Moorgate st 
Browy, Tuomas, Maryport, Merchant. Aug 20. Tyson & Hobson, Maryport 


CHEERE, re, Papworth Hall, Cambs, Clerk in Holy Orders. July 31. Lodge, New 
court, Carey 
Coarrs, Witt1AM, Clevedon, Somerset, Gent. July 11. Coates, Bristol 


ConnEti, Nancy Cuarke, Bank st, Manchester. July 21. Hankinson & Son, Manchester 

satin” ante, Woolstone Rectory, nr Cheltenham. Augi. Guscotte & Co, Essex st, 
ran 

Creatocnu, Henry Hort, Victoria sq, Pimlico, C we C.M. on Lieutenant-General (retired) 


July 29. Darley & Cumberland, John st, ford ro 
CRoAsDALE, Joun, Chorley, Lancs, Gent. July 24. Morris, Chorley 


Davies, Jos, Southport, retired Tailor. July 31. Buck & Co, Southport 

Dz Coiqunoun, James CuarLes Henry, Les Mimosas, Cannes, France. July 21. Roopers 
& Whatel y, Lincoln’s inn fields ; 

East, F  eaod Kingston hill, Surrey. Augi. Durham, Chancery lane and Kingston on 

Farnwortu, W1t.1AM, Blackburn, Quarryman. Augi. Marriott, Blackburn 

Fearnity, James, Bolton, Gent. July 20. Fielding & Fernihough, Bolton 

Gay, Georas, Bristol, Builder. Aug 15. Britian & Co, Bristol 

Gopwin, Jane, Richmond, Surrey. July 31. Russell, Lichfield 

Green, Wit.iAM, Hunslet, Leeds, Cabinet Maker. Oct 1. Emsley & Co, Leeds 

Grigor, Matitpa, Lakenham, Norwich. Aug 31. Cross & Co, Norwich 

Hanrpine, Cuarces, Westfield rd, Hornsey, retired Auctioneer. Aug 12. Godwin & Son, 
Wood Exchange, Coleman ‘st 

Hake, — Epwarp, Fulham Park grdns, Gent. Aug 1. Guscotte & Co, Essex st, 

ran 
Herniott, Horace, Brighton, Livery Stable keeper. Aug 31. Stevens & Son, Brighton 
Hesmonpuaten, Tuomas, Bolton, Hay Dealer. July 20. Fielding & Fernihough, Bolton 


Hitt, ten Gerorrrey Ricnarp GieaaG, Glasbury, Radnor, Capt. of Royal Horse Guards 
| ue. 


July 25. Rowlands & Co, Birmingham 


| Hunter, Marrua, Scarborough. Aug7. Turnbull & Co, Scarborough 


Inciis, ARABELLA Prevost, Queen’s gate, South Kensington. July 30. C & S Harrison 
& Co, Bedford row 


| Lone, Epwiy, Netherhall grds, Hampstead, Artist. Aug 17. Harris, Coleman st 
| Martanp, Rospert, Hollinwood, Lancs, Colliery Proprietor. Sept 1. Ormerod & Allen, 


Manchester 
Muserave, GeorGce, East Drayton, Notts, Farmer. Sept 5. Mee & Co, Retford 


| OpGer, Jonn, Newport, I.W., Gent. July 31. Buckell, Newport, I.W. 


Ostie, ELeanor, Maryport, Cumbrid. Aug 20. Tyson & Hobson, Maryport 

Percy, oa Barpara Isapev, Guyscliffe, Warwick. Sept 1. Heath & Blenkinsop, War- 
wic 

Ricwarpsoy, Rosert, Scarborough, Livery Stable Keeper. Aug 19. Birdsall & Cross, 
Scarborough ; 

Rorr, Exv1zasetu, Beauchamp place, Belgrave sq. Augi. Rayner, New inn, Strand 

RovutLepee, WiiuiaM, York, Butcher. Augi. Smith, York 

Sye_uam, Josepu, Preston, formerly Innkeeper. Aug 7. Edelston & Sons, Preston 

SpENCER, Soaees, Maidstone, Wine Merchant. July 31. Long & Gardiner, Lincoln’s 
inn fields 

Srriace, Exvizasetu, Bengeo, Herts. Augi2. Williams & Sprigge, Queen Victoria st 


Sroxes, Ernrarm, Farringdon st, Builder. July 26. Davies, Ross 
‘'nomason, Hannan, Stretford, Lanes. July 25. Bunting & Co, Manchester 
Warson, Cuanzes, Halifax, Gent. Augi. Longbottom & Sons, Halifax 
Warson, Exvizasets, Halifax. Aug 1. Longbottom & Sons, Halifax 
Wituiams, Epwarp, Chester, Draper. Augi. Sisson & George, Rhyl 
Wisoy, Tuomas, Walton le Dale, Preston, Gent. Sept1. Dickson, Preston 








BANKRUPTCY NOTICES. 

London Gazette.—Fripay, July 3. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. Pet July 1 Ord July 1 
Apamsoy, Bett, & Co, Fenchurch avenue, Merchants High | Moornovse, Henry, 
Pet June ll Ord June 29 


High Court Pet June 10 


Lounp, Joun Apams, Bedford row — Theobald’s rd, 


Burnley Pet June 29 Ord June 29 


Asucrort, WILLIAM, Fleet st, Brewer July 14 at 2.30 33, 


Ord July Carey st, Lincoln’s inn 


Luxe, Emity, Penzance, Cornwall, Butcher Truro Pet | Baker, Wituam, Barford, Norfolk, Publican July 11 at 


11.30 Off Ree, 8, King st, Norwich 


“Nelson, Lanes, Warehouseman | Brustoy, WituaM Rippet, Sydenham, Kent, Surgeon 


ag | ‘10 at 11.30 24, Railway app, London Bridge 


Buckixeuam, Georce, St Ives, Cornwall, Fish Merchant | Nicuouts, James, Slimbridge, Glos, Builder Gloucester | Burr, Epwarp, Leeds, Builder July 10at11 Off Ree, 22, 


Pet July 1 Ord July 1 Pet June 27 Ord June 27 


Truro 
Butt, Cuarves, The 
Gen 


High Court Pet June2 Ord Tune 30 Pet June 29 Ord June 29 


Park row, Leeds 


Hummums Hotel, Cov -— Garden, | Nopiz, Tuomas Gray, Wigginton, Yorks, Shoemaker York | Bu TTERWORTH, Joun, Leeds, Excavator July 10at12 Off 


, 22, Park row, Leeds 


Bureess, -~ Yatesbury, Wilts, Grocer Swindon Pet | Oweyx, Joun, Dwyran, Anglesey, Farmer Bangor Pet Correntit, Joun, Hereford, Insurance Agent July 17 at 


June 5 June 29 June1s Ord June 30 


ffa st, Hereford 


Couey, - Bac ene, Boot Maker Scarborough | Percivat, Everarp, Sandy, Beds, Solicitor’s Clerk Bedford | Cressy & Compayy, Hornsey rd, Brewers July l4at1 33, 


Pet July 1 Ord July Pet July 1 Ord July i 


Carey st, Lincoln’s inn 





Davies, James Morris, Cardigan, Tronmonger Carmarthen | Powext, Owey, Pontypridd, Glam, General Dealer Ponty- Drixcquikr, Avotpne Hirpotyre Husert, Ramsgate, 


Pet June15 Ord June 29 
Court Pet Feb 16 Ord —= 
Erwoop, Cuartes WituiaAm, Charterhouse bldgs, Alders- | Roperrs, Jouy, 
st, Dressing Bag Maker High Court Pet June 29 


June30 Ord June 30 


pridd Pet June 27 Ord June 27 | 
De Pornsonter, Henry, Leadenhall st, Merchant “High | Ruopzs, Cuar.es, Bradford, Working Engineer Bradford | 
Pet June 29 Ord June ’29 
Hassocks, Sussex, ne Captain in H 
M’s Navy Brighton Ord June 2 
June 29 Ross, ELLEN Hays AH, Burnley, Milliner Burnley Pet 


Licensed Victualler July 10 at 10 Off Ree, 5, ¢ Castle st, 

Canterbury 

| Evans, WitLiam, South Walsham, <r Nip Builder July 
llat12 Off Rec, 8, King st, Norwich 

FLetcuer, Ovprietp, Halifax, Coal Dealer July 11 at 10.30 
Off Rec, Halifax. 

Foster, Percy Fr ix, St Thomas rd, Harlesden, Pianoforte 





Eskva.e, Joun Witu1aM, Barry, Glam Cardiff Pet June 
16 June 29 

Emerson, Wittiam Henry, Guhmby, Builder Gt Grimsby 
Pet June 30 Ord June 3 

Fietcuer, OLpFieip, Halifax, Coal Dealer Halifax Pet 
June 30 Ord June 30 

GitserTson, Joun, Liverpool, Baker Liverpool Pet June 

Ord June 29 

Hamittoy, ALEXANDER CuztTwynp, Oxford, Gent Oxford 

21 Ord July 1 

ILLIAM, Upper Hopton in oe Yorks, Inn- 

Dewsbury Pet July1 Ord July 1 

Jones, Joun Josepn, ——— Brassfounder Birming- 

Pet July 1 Ord July 1 

Kay, Avrrep James, Leigh, Lancs, Plumber Bolton Pet 
July 1 Ord July 1 

— 5 r Gt Tower st High Court Pet June 12 


seen: to, al Darwen, Lancs, Plumber, Blackburn Pet 
June 30 Ord June 30 


Jackson, 
k 





san Puitir, Bucklersbury, Cheapside High Court | Tuner July 14 at 12 33, Carey ’st, Lincoln’s inn 


t May 29 Ord June 18 

Smrrn, ALrrep, Darlington, Durham, Boot Dealer 
Stockton on Tees and Middlesborough Pet June 15 
Ord June 30 

Surrn, Perer, West Bowling, Bradford, Auctioneer | a 
Bradford Pet June 19 Ord June 30 

SnowpeEn, Grorcs, Scarborough, Currier Scarborough Pet | 
July i Ord July 1 

Sprincruorre, WititiaAmM, Blackheath, Kent, Ironmonger 
Greenwich Pet May 27 Ord June 30 

Tuomas, Joux Epmunp, Birmingham, Tailor Birmingham | 
Pet June 29 Ord June 29 

We tts, Esenezer, Brighton, Auctioneer Brighton Ord 


June 25 
FIRST MEETINGS. 
Anpertoy, Wituiam, Aintree, nr Live 
July 15 at 2.20 Off Rec, Ogden’s ¢: 
chester 


late Grocer | 
ae Bridge st, | 


Groves, Henry, Nottingham, Corn Miller’s Traveller 
July 13 at1i Off Rec, St Peter’s Church walk, Not- 
tingham 

Ho.tvex, Henry, Bridport, Dorset, Licensed Hawker 
July 13 at 12.45 Off Rec, Salisbury 
oorer, Josern, Grange rd, Bermondgey, Leather 
Merchant July 15at1 33, Carey st, Lincoln’s inn 

Howes, Tuomas, Norwich, Journeyman Cabinet Maker 
July li atil Off Ree, 8, King st, Norwich 

JELLYMAN, Freperick, Bethersden, Kent, Farmer July 
10 at 9.30 Off Rec, 5, Castle st, Canterbury 

Lorp, WILLIAM, Parkhurst rd, Holloway, formerly Clerk in 
Lloyds Bank July 16 at 11 33, Carey st, Lincoln’s 


in 
May, if ANNAH, Wisbech, Cambs, Widow July llat1 Off 


Ree, 8 8, King st, Norwich 
Micuart, I OHN, Lianfachreth, Anghay, Draper July 10 
at12 Crypt chmbrs, Cheste 
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Moornovse, Henry, Nelson, Lancs, be tps ge wer July 
16 at 1.30 Hotel, Nicholas st, B: 
Morrow, Henry, Gunmaker July 11 Dat ll Off 
ax 
Nickonas, FREDERICK, Oe Gloucester p) Cu 
prox yy y Stockbroker July 15at11 33, Fasou 
co 


aoe) J see, Slimbridge, Glos, Builder July 11 at 12 

ff Rec, 15, King st, Gloucester 

Nose, Ptcens Gray. Mla = oye Yorks, Shoemaker 

July 14 af 11.90, Off Reo, Qt  Mechania Engin 

AGET, THUR, roug! eer 

P sae 4 os ig “Of en, o Satee Heref rashire nantes 

ARSONS, J AMES, 8 n Sugwas, 0 
July 17 at 10.15 2, Offa st, Hereford . 

Prout, W114, New Southgate, Edmonton, Builder 
July 10 at 3 Off Rec, 95, Temple chmbrs, Temple 
avenue 

Ruopes, Cuares, Bradford, Wor! Engineer July 13 
at 3 Off Rec, 31 Manor row, B: Bradford en 

Ripeway, WiiiaM ‘Homas, Edgware rd. : 22 
14 pak Wag Bankruptcy bldgs, Portugal st st, 


Ross, Etten Hannan, Burnley, Milliner July 16 at2 Ex- 
Rowseue 8 M, ‘Copthall bldgs, Stockbroker July 16 at 
WSELL, ‘ 3 roker y 16a 
.30 33, Carey st, Lincoln’s inn 
ee Samm West wling, Bradford, Auctioneer July 
6at11 Off Rec, 31, Manor row, Bradf ord 
Sela Mary, Cleator’ Moor, Milliner July 13 at 12.30 
67, Duke st, Whitehaven 
TWEEDALE, SAMUEL JOSEPH, oe4, Surrey, Licensed 
pe er July 13 at 3 ite Hart Hotel, Guild- 


— > Joun, Blackfriars rd, Pewterer July 15 at 12 
eray oo! bl Portugal st, Lincoln’s inn fields 
beter” sw fot rynsiencyn, Anglesey, Tailor July 15 
Crypt chmbrs, Chester 
Wane Henry, Felpham, Bognor, Soman, Butcher July 
13. at 12 Royal Norfolk Hotel, 
Youne, Frepericx, Fortess rd, Kentish town, Cheese- 
monger July 16at1 33, Carey st, Lincoln’s inn 


The ihowne = amended _ notice is substituted = that pub- 
ed in the London Gazette, June 26. 


Ricuarps, Joserx, Goldsithney, St. Hilary, Cornwall, 
Grocer July 4 at 10.30 Off Rec Office, Boscawen st, 


ADJUDICATIONS. 


donque, Joun, Mile End rd, Grocer High Court Pet 
ham OM Notts, Blacksmith Notting- 
RMSTRONG, ARTHUR, n, No’ ‘o 

ham PetJune8 Ord June 30 

Batley, ae Gerorae, Clifton, Bristol, Gardener Bristoi 
Pet June 19 Ord June 30 

Buckincuam, ery ei Ives, Cornwall, Fish Merchant 
Truro Pet Jul July 1 

Bu agen, 2 Jouy, Yatesbury, Wilts, Grocer Swindon Pet 
une 5 

Capsey, Henry, Romford rd, Sustiend, Builder High 
Court Pet Apr23 Ord July1 

Costs be eS aa Boot Maker Scarborough 

y 

al 4 JM, Camda rd High Court Pet Feb4 Ord 
une 

Daviss, James Morais, Cardi Ironmoi Carmarthen 
Pet June15 Orddune 29” nt 

EpWaArpDsoN, JAMES, Wigan, Grocer Wigan Pet Apr 14 
Ord June 26 

Emerson, Wittiam Henry, Seeks, Builder Gt Grimsby 
Pet June 30 Ord June 

Erwoop, CHARLES stg Charterhouse bldgs, Alders- 
gate S, Sas g Bag Maker High Court Pet June 
29 Ord June 

FLETCHER, Ag y= Halifax, Coal Dealer Halifax Pet 
June 30 Ord June 30 

Grant, CHARLES “pong Fenchurch nod Merchant 
High Court Pet June A Ord Jul 

Flour Factor High 


Haimsoun, D, Bell lane, § — 
Court’ Pet June6 Ord July 

ee Timber Merchant 

June 30 


Harpy, Witi1am Arruur, Notti 
Nottingh Pet April15 O. 

Hiaeerss, mLL1AM, Cheriton, nr Alresford, Hants, no 
occupation Winchester Pet May 30 Ord June 30 
Houpen, Henry, Bridport, Dorset, Licensed Hawker 

Dorches' July 1 


ter Pet June 27 Ord 
ae hy Upper Hopton in Sirgta sacs Inn- 


Pet July1 Ord J 
Jorenentes ion i 3 rd, Tobacconist High Court 
et June 25 Ord J 


Kay, ALFRED JAmMEs, Leigh, Lanes, Plumber Bolton Pet 
July 1 Ord July1 

Kyow wie » Darwen, Plumber Blackburn Pet June 
30 


June 30 
Larkin, Epcar Auperr Coorer, Millbank, Hoath, Kent, 
Pet June 10 Ord June 29 


eer Canterb' 

Lee, Herpert Jane dermanbury, Woollen Merchant 
h Co et J 

—t 5, ae Truro Pet 


une6 Ord J 
Luxe, Emtty, Penance, Corn’ 
27 Ord July 

Moornovsz, Hexxx, iin Lanes, Warehouseman 
a et June 29 Ord June 29 

Morrow, Henry, Halifax, Gunmaker Halifax Pet June 

n 27 ord, June 29 cate 

EVILLE, GEORGE, uthsea, Lodging House Keeper 
Portsmouth Pet June 11 Ord J June 

NicHo.is, JamEs, Tw Glos, Builder Gloucester 
Pet June 27 Ord Ji 


nao Pets so ees Yorks, Shoemaker 

RCIVAL, EVERARD, | 

masta Fee hee, mee: me 

Ruopes, Cant, Bradford, _ Working Engineer Bradford 
Pet June 29 Ord Jun 

Rony, Evten Hannan, _ + Milliner Burnley Pet 


une 29 Ord June 30 
Twircut, Percy Herpert Benont, and James Dossin, 





‘une 29 
Wesrercaarp Cary Frepericx, former! Denbigh st, 
pation High Court Pet y 21 


London Gazette—Turspay, July 7. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


a, CurisroruEer, Middleton Junction, Chadder 
on, Journeyman Joiner Oldham Pet July 2 Ord 
Auioxs, | Wrnssax Jom, Cheapside High Court Pet Feb 
une 
Bacon, Gr a ae Luton, Beds, Grocer Luton Pet 
y3 
Sowsne! Bag Shapley , nr Huddersfield, Clothier Hud- 
dersfield Pet June 23 Ord July 3 
Browy, a ont Subs” Ladies Outfitter Liverpool 
B miohg - Se i rd, Furri High Court Pet 
RYDON, JOHN, er 
June 26 s, Kingsland 
Butt, James Apo.pxus, Throgmorton st, Stockbroker’s 
Ch High Court Pet July3 Ord July 3 
Cuare, Epwry, Guilford st, Architect High Court Pet 
July 3 Ord July 3 
Davis, P PBenmctoe | Pontlottyn, Glam, Grocer Merthyr 
Tydfil Pet July1 OrdJulyi 
Dorax, James, New Brom , Gillingham, retired 
Major Rochester Pet July2 Ord July 2 
Dowyes, CHARLES, ms Auctioneer High Co 
Pet June il Ord J 
me Ld and ewer Watrer Anxrett, Wo) 
bs ry uilders rae Pet July 2 O 
ly 2 


Fosrsr, Samvet, Boothen, og oes Trent, Grocer Stoke 

upon Trent Pet J uly’ 2 pee be 
Govett, Georcre Siocomse, Whitnell, Fiddington, Somer- 
late Farmer Bridgwater Pet July 3 Ord 


3 
an Epwanp Wiu1am, Ipswich, Taxidermist Ipswich 
une 29 Ord June 29 


ee yp nl Witiay, pote t late Licensed Victualler 
Leeds Pet June29 Ord J 

Hurre.t, Witt1aM BLowers, ‘dle Bentl 
Grocer Col Pet Julyi Ord July 1 

Poplars avenue, Willesden Park High 
Ord July 3 

Oe Boot Dealer Ponty- 


iene Leyton Park rd, 
High Court Pet July 2 


Jounson, W R, 
Court Pet tay 

Lewis, EsTHer, Ton, Pen 
pridd Pet Jul Ord 

Livarp, a bsg 


no occupation 
ord Tay 2 = 


Lioyp, GeorGr, Heaton, Newcastle on T: Sane Agent 


Newcastle on Pet June 10 July 
Marcuant, Freperick, vias Cart fee’ Leeds Pet 
July1 Ord July1 


Martin, Emanvet, Bees, | Cornwall, Ship- 
uilder Truro Pet dukes ‘Ord Jul: 
May, beings bg St yo a Butcher 
Truro mays Ord Jui 
ParHam, Ma. Phasing "Torquay, Wine Merchant 
Exeter Pet July 4 Ord July 4 
Rowse, Cuar.es, G Mon, Carpenter 


wrhay, 
Mon Pet July 4 "Ord uly 4 


Rute Cane Newcastle on am, Grocer Newcastle on 
Tyne P uly 2 Ord Jul 

me RB, Sean, Sees Boot Dealer Hereford Pet 
July 2 Ord July 

SHEARER, JOHN ae Sheffield, Sh: 5 nad Manufac- 
turer Sheffield Pet J oes Ord J 

. JOHN, Cumbrid, Iron Ay Miner White- 


haven Ji Ord July 2 

Sreer, Isaac, Wi Woke, 5 Gra July 3 Guildford and 
y 

Builder Salisbury Pet July 


3, Barrow on Soar, Leics, Publican Leicester 
et’ July § 2 Ord July 2 
Tuomas, Joun, and Sons, Pantll w, nr Cefn Cribbwr, 
Glam, Farmers Cardiff Pe 


une 30 Ord June 30 
Toye, StepHey, Mon 
U esters | one Ag Senden 
NDERWOOD, JOHN = ey Hosiery Ware 
Leicester . Lond J 


W: B Wican Sonne Wigan 
ILLIAMS, BENJAMIN. nur 
Pet July 4 anos, Om 


Winver, Joun Baral Boot Maker Burnl Pet July 3 
Ord July 3 , ey, ey y 


Woop, Warrkn JAMES, Vaan, nr Bath, Grocer Bath 
Pet July 4 Ord July 4 


FIRST MEETINGS. 
Apamsox, Brut, & Fenchurch avenue, Merchants 
July 17 at 2.30 Bookrn 


ptcy bldgs, Portugal st, Lin- 
’s inn fields 


Arsworts, Wit.14m, South Bank, Yorks, Builder July 
15at3 Off Rec, 8, Albert rd, Middles! 
ALDERSON, a — aa = A a 
ourneyman Joiner 16 at 3 Reo, 
Priory aes Union st, Oldham . 


Watrer, Hastings, Builder J 
16 at 12 Os San, 6, Seats ton wd 
I Of hes, Bt Betor'e Ch “ mens pag =~ Fa fg 
RB, CHARLES, Wainflest rity Saints, Lincs, Plumber 
Tuly 16 at 12” Off Rec, 48, High st, Boston 
AMBER, RoBERT STEPHENSON, = Sa, Lincs, Plumber 
July 16 at 12.30 Off Ng = 
Beyyett, James Bearp, Window 
Blind Maker July 21 at 12 33, an Garey ott st, Lincoln’s 


Bosoor, HE, and Joun Daniet Dopsoy, Li 
Merchants July 17 at 3 Off Rec, $0. Vetwia we st, 


Li 
Bo , nr Huddersfield, Clothier Ji 
Mir at 3 Haigh & Bob, Solicitors, 85, New se, Budden: 


Burnin J Midhi 
Suly 15 a 1) Daiphin Hote, Ch wurst, Sussex, Grocer 





I, Swinton st Grays ian ray Builder July | 


21 at 1 33, Carey st, 





eS Cay se Line Dover st, Piccadilly July 17 at 1 


’s inn 
ae Carey st, Lincoln’s nai wee 
aml Off Reo, 22, Park row, Leeds 
Sicauie Gnas bg eye Dai, Stake, 
Deven, Lieutenant Colonel (Retired) © July 18 at 11 
ame Ey ee = Roman, aes on Tees, od 


Durham, Draper Tay 14 


Jul opty 3 Ol ee 8, Rockton rd, {dy Middleborough 
nom meas toy bie Portugal st, Lincoln’ sind felae fields 
"s 
De Potnonie dng em st, Merchant July 21. 
atll 33, Lincoln’s inn 
Doran, James, New pton, Kent, retired 
Major July 16 at 11.30 Off Rec, High st, 


Dutton, Heven, and Watter James Dotto: 
Northwich, Cheshire July 10 at 11 Royal Hotel, 


Firrer, Water, and Henry Water Anxretrt, Wolston, 
Wi Builders July 16 at 2.15 Off Ree, 17, 
Hertford st, Coventry 


GILBERTSON, JOHN, st Liverpool Baker July 16 at 3 Off 
35, Victoria st, pi 
on Divi, Ki foeuty Agus July 


éum Eowano. Wik Rae rg Renn House lae, Hu July 21 


12 = Detaeee’ 
A C, Cannon st, July 17 at 11 33, 
Hi oo y , 
Hooxway. BERT TAYLOR, Devon, Architect 
July 15 at 11 Off Rec, 58, Hammet st, Taunton 


Huaues, Sons et me ras, Dye - ae ee ey, | Bay, = 


Chester 
Horrevt, Witu1am Biowers, Little Pace Essex, late 
Winey , Togaball, Cole Mirfield, Yorks, 
J TLLIAM 
ACTnnkeeper July 16 at 8 Of Rec, Bank’ chmbrs, 


Jerrery, SAMUEL, Wrexham, 

= 14 at 11.30 Priory, W: 

Ka James, Leigh, Lanes, Pl 
16, Wood st, “Rolton 

Kwyow es, Joun, Darwen, Plumber July 15 at1 County 
Court House, Black’ 


Blackburn 
Lave. Manion Linus Fiorence, Torrington sq, 
bury; Boarding house Keeper ely 15 at 12 oa Garey 
's inn 


Lone, E aone, Penzance, Cornwall, Butcher July 15 at 
TS — En = a 
TIN NUEL, 
builder July'15 at 12.90° Off Rec, Boscawen st, 


Reeves, ArrHur Bzeryarp, Birmingham, Stamper July 
15at11 25, Colmore row, Birmingham 

Reywnoips, Henry, Exeter, Builder July 15 at 11 Off 
Ree, 13, Bedford ‘Exeter 


Rice, Epwarp Wivtiam, Diteing, Sussex, Gent July 16 
at3 Off Rec, 4, Pa 


vilion bldgs, Brighton 
Seymour, Epwarp Henry, Worcester, Sewing Machine 
Factor Jul; 14 at 10.30 Off Rec, Wi 
SarE.ps, Joun, me » Cr mae, Seve Coe age July 16 
e 


ime, Wituias SPENCER, sxcen, Leigh, Stas Staffs, Solicitor July 
21 at North Stafford Stoke upon Trent 
STEVENS, 2Cuasixs Salisbury, Builder July 17 17 at3 Off 


on Soar, Leics, Publican July 15 
34, Friar lane, Leicester 3 


Storer, JAMES 
at 12 Off Rec, 
To Joun ——_ Birmingham, Tailor July 16 at 11 


Suunmaete Huxny Georce Srcersoy, , Salop, 
Licensed Victualler July 14 at 11. Priory, Wrexham 
Waxeriz_p, Tomas Henry, New Leake, Publican 


Lines, 
July 16 at 12.15 Off Rec, 48, tings, Suse, 
‘Watters, ALBERT, wy ie - dg Beige 
July 16 at 12.30 Off Rec, 
Wiuiams, Apert Civ, 
Maker July 16 at12 Off Ree, 


Ro Luoyp, Aintree, ar + ipa 
Wivctor July 23 at) Of Rec, 8, Victons st, Liver: 


pool 
Ww Joux, Liverpool, Wine Merchant Guly 17 at 2 
Oi Rec, 36, Victoria Liverpool 


ADJUDICATIONS. 
ALDERSON, CHRISTOPHE! Junction, Chadderton 
xan Joummappam Golan Oldham Pet July2 Ord 


Bacon "Gucnss Tuomas, Luton, Beds, Grocer Luton Pet 
ie July 3 oem July 3 mage = 
, OswaLp ictoria High 
“Cour Ord July 4 


Bi J be Rave Huddersfield, Clothier 
™Fiuddemsield ‘Pet June 18 Ora July 3 


Outfitter Liverpool 


Curly s. "Ord July 8 
CuzrHan, Evezne Epwarp, Stockton on Tees, Architect 
Stockton on 


ai Tees Pet June 23, Ord July 2 
Pet’ May 13° Ord July 3 ees 


Davi ia eT Ss Glam, Grocer Merthyr 


Doran, J. Rochas’ Put Jay ia ontdaly 2 ~ 
Resnesh, Come Wmstait 
16 J 


i ane ee 
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cy Oma en Liverpool Pet June PROBATE VALUATIONS 
Goy, Davin, Agent King- 


m Hull, Property 
ston upon Hi Pet June 11 Ora baee oo 
Guyx, Epwarp bo po — Taxidermist Ipswich 
Pet June 29 Ord Jun 
Hatt, James, Smethwick, staffs, >‘ rcameae West Brom- 
wich Pet June 19 Ord Jul y2 
a. Ricuarp, Dalton in Furness, Lanes, Engineer 
— and Barrow in Furness Pet June 16 Ord 


3 
Hourrevt, Wi11am Biowers, Little Bentley, Essex, late 
Grocer Colchester Pet June 30 egy 2 
Lanapoy, Henry Witu1am, late High st, _— Lead 
Merchant Court Pet Apri3 Ord = 
Livarp, Wiiu1am Frepericxk Atkinson, Leyton Park “ 
of no occupation High Court Pete July 2 


Mancnavr, Faxence, Leeds, Cart Driver Leeds Pet July 
uly 1 


Martin, Emanven, P , Budock, Cornwall, Ship- 
builder Truro Pet 9 Ord July 2 
Naytor, James Dawson, Al ye oe Lanes, 
Ulverston Pet A: er 24 "Ord Jul 
Ouu1s, Gzorcr, Kingswood » Glos, Tailor ristol Pet 
June 11 Oniars Tay 


PowE.1, Owen, Pontypridd, = General Dealer Ponty- 
pridd Pet June 27 Ord Jul 
ant K - es Exeter, Bui ier Exeter Pet June 8 


Riaa, Joun Asusurner, Ireleth, Askam in Furness, Lancs, 
— —- and Barrow in Furness Pet June 

22 
Rue Cuancns, Neweastle on’ on aya Grocer Newcastle on 


uly 2 Ord Jul 
ye Joun, Hereford, Dealer Hereford Pet 
July 2 Ord July 2 


Ps Sg Joun Henry, Sheffield, Sheep Shear Manufac- 
turer Sheffield Pet July 2 Ord July 2 

SxiEvps, Joun, Bi , Cum “my a Gee Miner White- 
haven Pet J Ord Jul 

Gunrt his 2 ata Cheapside "High Court Pet May 29 


Smrn, Aarne, Darin , Durham, Boot Dealer Stockton 

% — and Mi dlesborough Pet June 10 Ord 
yy 

StroreEn, James, Barrow on Soar, Leics, Publican Leicester 
Pet July 2° Ord July 2 

Tuomas, Jonn Epuunp, zoe, Tailor Birmingham 
Pet June 29 Ord July 3 

UnpDERwoop, Joun Tuomas, Leicester, a Warehouse- 
man Leicester Pet July 4 Ord Jul 

‘Wanren, Joun Cuarcrart, Iping, A on gl Manu- 
‘acturer hton Pet June 25 Ord Jul 

Wess, James Sivxins, Hatfield, Herts, ier 8t 
Albans Pet June 26 Ord June 30 

Wicerns, Epwarp Joynes, Budge Chemical Agent 

Ww sag 0 Pet May 5 ay Ae Site & 

ILL1AMs, Hucu, encyn, Anglesey, Tailor Bangor 

Pet June 24 ngs ” 

Woop, Water James, Weston, nr Bath, Grocer Bath 
Pet July4 Ord July 4 


SALES OF ENSUING WEEK. 


ay 3 13.—W. H. Cour, ., at the Mart, E.C., at 2 
Freehold Building d (see advegtisement, 
saul Pp. 601). 


—Messrs a pla Son, & Co., at the Mart, 
wo B.C. at 9 ofclo e’clock, Leaseh: d Residences (see advertise- 


saly 18, is, yo oN Esq., at the Mart, E.C., at 2 
Ground-Rents (see advertisement, this 


July 14. A * A Desennam, Tewson, Farmer, & Bripce- 
Wart at the Mart, E.C., at 2 o'clock, Freehold Pro- 
TS see adv vertisement, ae 7). 
-, 14.—Messrs. pusene, | es 4 "Furser, at the Mart, 
besa at2 eee, Seah dand Leasehold Properties (see 


advertisement, ap 
me ig 15.—Messrs. on ‘ox (s Bovsrie.p, at the Mart, 
; +o + 2 a Freehold Property (see advertisement, 

'y 
Jul: 15. Messrs. Few & Drewezart, at the Chequers 
Hotel, Newb ement NY and Sporting Estate (see 
une 

wees Fou sa ORSEY, ey & Cassext, at 
Freehold and Leasehold 


B.C. at 2 o'clock. 
advertisement, this week, p. 4). 


JEWELS AND SILVER PLATE, &c. 





SPINK & SON, Gotpsmrrus aNp Smversmrrus, 1 anp 2, GRacECHURCH-STREET, CORNHILL, 
Lonvon, E.C., beg respectfully to announce that they accuraTety appraise the above for the 
Lecat ProresstoN of purcuast the same for cash if desired. Established 1772. 


Under the patronage of H.M. The Queen and H.S.H. Prince Louis of Battenberg, K.C.B. 





M ONEY.— Householders or Lodgers 
desirous of obtaining immediate Advances upon their 
Furniture or other negotiable security are invited to call at 
the offices of the ConsoLipaTED Courant, 43, Great Tower- 
street, E.C., and arrange ; Bills of Sale and Executions paid 
out; no fees ; the full sum advanced without deduction ; 
an old-established and genuine firm.—Address, ManaGER. 


AW.—Wanted, a Clerkshi Ry a good 
Office (London or the Country by, a Bolictor, 
admitted 1888, who has had experience in 





REVERSIONS, ANNUITIES, LIFE 
INTERESTS, LIFE POLICIES, &c. 


SSRS. H. E. FOSTER & CRAN 
FIELD (successors to Marsh, Milner, & Co.), Land 
—< Reversion roe and Auctioneers, may be consulicd 
ees to the above Interests. 
eir Periodical Bales (established by the late Mr. H. E. 
Mash i in 1843) occur on the ag Thursday in ue Month 
realizing th the year, and are the recognized medium for 
this description of property. Advances made, if 
ding completion, or permanent mortgages 





and Company work, with some knowledge of Gandia 
—Apply, G G. 1. tT. 13, New-inn, W.C. 


O SOLICITORS.—A Gentleman, who has 
just passed his final examination, wishes to << an 
on where he may gain experience ; no ag 
-» Messrs. Saunders, No. 104, London-wall, Cc. 








A SOLICITOR in London, of great ex- 

perience and with a highly respectable but small 
connection, desires to meet with another Solicitor who may 
wish to be relieved from active professional duty, or a 
Country Solicitor desirous of o Bye Kh, a London office; un- 
exceptionable references offe: nd required — Address, by 
letter, to Z., care of Messrs. Witherby & Co., Newman’s- 
court, Cornhill, E.C. 


(SLERESHIP, with Light Work, wanted in 
Country by Solicitor in delicate health; small salary. 
—Apply, Lex, 20, South-street, Thurloe-square, 8.W. 


[A242 Light, , and First-class Offices, 
in a new building, to .—Apply on the premises to 
Mr. Buxtoy, Loudoun House, 8 Surrey-street, Strand. 


ORWAY.—GRANTON to BERGEN 
3. New -_ 29th, Au . ee. -m. gael 
orwe; assen; 
BRITA. ‘i heteinn dren Seon 2 uly 27th and 


—: 10th 

£4 Single, £6 Return (including Provisions and 
Steward’s Fees). Lighted Electrically. 

Full particulars from Borries, Crag, & Co., Newcastle- 
on-Tyne; and Bre ——. Richardson, & Co., B4, Bernard- 
street, Leith, and Middle Pier, Granton. 


ORWA Y.—NEWCASTLE-ON-TYNE 
(Albert Edward Dock) to BERGEN, vii 
STAVANGER (340 miles) TWICE WEEKLY. The 
SHORTEST (the distance at sea between the Tyne and 
Bergen being 392 miles) Route between England and Nor- 
way is by the 6 Royal and Passenger --apamaaade — 
BRITANNIA......,....00004: Capt. Bentzo: 
Every SATURDAY, nT, p-m., aga deny SUNDAY 


WIE 00ssscesestivesesancad Capt. Jacobsen. 
Every THURSDAY, 7 p.m., reaching Stavanger FRIDAY, 
about ‘midnig ‘ht. 

These are the ONLY Shonmnee by which Passengers to 
Norway are ONE NIGHT ONLY on the open sea, the sail 
between Stavanger and Bergen being in smooth water in- 
pn aa islan Both Steamers lighted throughout 


eld ath, Fares—£3 and £4 Single, £5 and £6 
tNCLUD G ALL MEALS. Return Tickets are also 
available from BERGEN to GRANTON (26 hours’ panange) 
by the BRITANNIA, Every Alternate ae. 
Special Trains with Passengers are run to and from 
alongside these Steamers. 
BORRIES, CRAIG, & CO., Agents. 

















‘Where difficulty is experienced in procuring the 


Journal with regularity in the Country, it 
is requested that application be made direct 
to the Publisher. 


The Subscription to the Souictrors’ JOURNAL és 
—Town, 26s.; Country, 28s.; with the 
WEEKLY REPORTER, 52s. Payment in advance 
include Double Numbers and Postage. Sub- 
scribers can have their Volumes bound at the 
office—cloth, 28. 6d., half law calf, 5s. 6d. 

All letters intended for publication in the 
“ Solicitors’ Journal” must be authenticated 
by the name of the writer. 


LONDON GAZETTE J blish b authori 
LONDON and CO RY ¢ ADVERTISEMENT 
pi tga Senay 117, CHANCERY LANE, FLEET 


HENRY RY GREEN, Advertisement Agent, 
to direct the attention of the Legal Professior 
to the advan of his long experience of upwards of 
forty years, in the special insertion of all pro forma notices, 
&c., and hereby solicits their continued support.—N.B. 
Forms, Gratis, for a agg Notices to Creditors and Dis- 
solutions of Partn with necessary Declaratien. 
Official stamps for odvertisenents and file of “London 
Gazette” kept. By appointment. 


ESSRS. DEBENHAM, TEWSON, 

FARMER, BRIDGEW. ‘ATER’ 8 LIst of 
ESTATES and HOUSES to be SOLD or LET, including 
Landed Estates, Town and ie Residences, Hun 
and yg ~ ay Quarters, Ground Rents, Ren 
Charges, House Property and po gy Bel generally, is 
published on the first day of each month, and ma be 
obtained, free of charge, at their offives, ss, 80, Cheapside, LC., 
or will be sent Dy ree 2s seen Se two stamps:— 
lars for insertion should be received not later than four 








days previous to the end of the preceding month. 





pen 
ranted: —Address, 6, Poultry, London, E.C. ‘dia 


ESSRS. ROBT. W. MANN & SON, 
SURVEYORS, VALUERS, 
AUCTIONEERS, HOUSE AND ESTATE AGENTS, 
(Rost. W. wave, F.S.I., Tuomas R. Raysom, F.S.1., 

. Bacsuaw Many, F.S8.I1.), 
12, Lower Pretais As Eaton-square, 8.W., and 
$2, Lowndes-street, Belgrave-square, 8,W. 


[MPserAL FIRE INSURANCE COM- 
PANY. 


Established 1803. 
1, Old Broad-street, E.C., and 22, Pall Mall, 8.W. 
Subscribed Capital, £1,200,000 ; Paid-up, £300,000. 
Total Invested Funds over £1,600,000. 
E. COZENS SMITH, 
General Manager. 


YyoBtesce INSURANCE CORPORA- 
TION (Limited). 
88, Cannon-street, E.C. 
Subscribed Capital £715,000. 
rd wai eh te Catal bodeantian, me 
T. Y. STRACHAN, 
General Manager. 


SU FIRE OFFICE, London, E.C. 














Established 1710. The Oldest purely Fire 
Office in the World. 
Home az.d Foreign Insurances. 
Law —— Te 
HHANCERY LANE, W.C., 


A. W. COUSINS, District Manager, 


from whom can be obtained Proposal Forms, Prospectuses, 
and all further information. 


LONDON and UNIVERSAL BANK, 


449, Strand, Charing-cross, London, 8.W. 
Authorised Capital, £1,000,000. 
Reserve Fund, &c., £170,000. 
Current Accounts Opened. 

The Attention of Solicitors is drawn to the fact that both 
permanent and temporary rary Advances are made upon securi- 
ties, such as Reversions, Equitable Charges, and other 
tangible securities. 

INTEREST ALLOWED ON DEPOSITS : 
At one month’s notice ............:::0000: £4 per cent. 
At three months’ notice ........ per 
For one, two, or three years certain ...£6 per cent. 
Interest paid quarterly. 
Balance-sheet, with full pastiontogs, forwarded on appli- 
- W. J. COCKS, Manager. 


cation. 
EDE AND SON, 


RoBE gps} MAKERS, 


BY SPECIAL APPOINTMENT 
esty, the Lord Chancellor, the Whole of the 


cial Bench, snencnrebgenamae &e. 


ROBES FOR QUEEN’S COUNSEL AND BARRISTERS. 








To Her Pas a 


SOLICITORS’ GOWNS. 


and Gowns for Registrars, Town 
erks, and Clerks of the Peace. 


Corporation Robes, University and Clergy Gowns. 
ESTABLISHED 1689. 


94, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON. 


Law Wi 











